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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  on  the  relation  of  The  Central  Bank  of 
Cherry  Valley  agt.  The  Board  of  Supervkors  of  the 
County  of  Otsego. 

The  People  on  the  relation  of  The  Bank  of  Cooperstown 
agt.  Same  defendants. 

The  People  on  the  relation  of  The  Otsego  County  Bank 
agt.  Same  defendants. 

The  People  on  the  relation  of  The  Worthington  Bank 
agt.  Same  defendants. 

Wheo  claims  of  asBeBsmento  for  taxes  upon  United  States  bonds,  stocks,  &c.,  exempt 
from  taxation,  are  presented  to  the  board  of  snperyisors,  nnder  chapter  938  of  the 
laws  of  1867  {p.  2323),  it  is  the  dnty  of  the  board  to  determine  whether  socb  taxes 
have  been  paid;  and  if  they  h&ve  been  paid,  then  to  determine  the  amonut 
thereof,  and  to  levy  and  repay  such  amount  as  prescribed  by  that  act 

When  the  legislature  has  "  authorized  and  empowered  "  a  board  of  sapervisors  to 
cause  taxes  UUgally  cutetsed  and  paid  in  their  county  to  be  repaidy  tho  act  ia 
imperative,  and  it  becomes  their  duty  to  do  so,  when  truthlhl  claims  for  such  taxes 
are  duly  presented  to  them. 

When  the  board  of  supervisors  omits  to  perform  its  duty  when  such  claims  are  pre* 
sented,  but  determines  that  the  county  and  the  towns  against  which  snch  claims 
are  made  cannot  in  justice  refund  such  taxes,  that  the  claims  arv  invalid, 
and  that  the  same  be  not  allowed,  snch  board  will  be  compelled  by  mandamus  to 
proceed  and  perform  the  duty  enjoined  upon  it  by  the  statute. 

Broome  General  Term^  Julyj  1868. 

Balcou,  Boardm an^  Pabker  and  Murray,  Justices. 

Appeals  by  the  relators  from  orders  made  at  a  special 
term  of  this  court,  in  the  county  of  Oneida,  on  the  22d  day 
of  November,  1867,  denying  their  applications  for  writs  of 
Vol.  XXXVI.  1 
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peremptory  mandamus.  The  orders  were  entered  in  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  Otsego  county. 

The  relators  claimed  they  were  illegally  assessed  in  the 
years  1861,  1862,  1863  and  1864,  on  their  capital  stocks, 
which  were  invested  in  bonds  or  stocks  of  the  United 
States,  and  exempted  from  taxation  lor  state  and  municipal 
purposes.  They  presented  their  claims,  for  taxes  paid  by 
virtue  of  such  assessments,  to  the  defendants,  on  the  13th 
day  of  November,  1867,  and  requested  them  to  hear, 
determine,  audit  and  allow  the  same,  under  and  pursuant  to 
chapter  938  of  the  laws  of  1867.  The  total  amount  of  the 
claims  exceeded  $30,000. 

The  defendants  were  in  session  as  a  board  of  supervisors 
when  the  claims  were  presented.  They  referred  the  claims 
to  a  committee  of  their  number,  who  reported  that  they  had 
examined  the  said  claims,  and  that  in  their  opinion  the 
county  and  tov/ns  against  which  the  claims  were  made 
could  not  in  justice  refund  the  said  taxes.  The  defendants 
thereupon,  on  the  19th  day  ot  November,  1867,  as  a  board 
of  supervisors,  adoptad  a  resolution,  in  each  of  the  cases,  to 
the  effect  that  the  defendants,  as  such  board,  had  heard  and 
examined  the  claim  for  refunding:  certain  taxes,  and  deter- 
mined the  said  plaim  to  be  invalid,  and  that  the  same  be  not 
allowed. 

The  writs  of  mandamus  were  denied  and  refused  on  the 
sole  ground  that  the  defendants  had  heard  and  determined 
the  matters  of  the  claims  adversely  to  the  relators. 

J.  E.  Dewet  and  H.  Denio,  for  relators. 
Sturges  &  CouKTKYAiAN,  foT  defendants. 

By  the  court,  Balcom,  P.  J.  The  duty  of  the  defendants, 
under  the  law  of  1867  {Laws  of  1867,  vol^  2,  p.  2323),  was 
to  hear  the  applications  of  the  relators,  and  determine  theii 
claims  of  assessments  for  taxes  made  in  the  county  of 
Otsego  upon  United  States  bonds,  stocks  or  securities,  any 
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or  all  of  them,  which  by  law  were  or  had  been  exempt  from 
taxation,  and  to  repay  to  them  the  amounts  collected  or  paid 
upon  such  assessments.  It  was  not  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ants personally  to  repay  such  amounts;  but  it  was  their  duty 
to  levy  the  same  by  tax  upon  the  taxable  property  of  the 
county,  and  adjust  and  apportion  the  same  upon  the  pro- 
perty of  the  different  towns  in  the  county  as  should  be  just, 
in  the  manner  provided  by  section  3  of  the  law  referred  to. 
According  to  the  well  settled  rules  for  the  construction  of 
statutes,  the  law  of  1867  was  mandatory  and  imperative 
upon  the  defendants,  as  a  board  of  supervisors,  to  determine 
the  amounts  of  taxes  the  relators  paid  by  reason  of  assess- 
ments made  in  the  years  1861,  1862,  1863  and  1864,  upon 
United  States  bonds,  stocks  or  securities,  exempted  by  law 
from  taxation  in  those  years;  and  to  cause  such  amounts  of 
taxes  to  be  collected  and  repaid  to  the  relators,  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  by  the  law  of  1867,  {Laws  of  1867,  vol.  S, 
p.  2323.) 

The  rule  above  mentioned  is  so  firmly  established,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  refer  to  the  authorities  where  it  is  laid  down. 
The  defendants  have  not  determined  that  the  relators  did  not 
pay  any  such  taxes  as  they  claimed  they  had  paid,  in  the 
years  1861,  1862,  1863  and  1864,  but  that  the  county  and 
the  towns  against  which  the  claims  were  made  could  not  in 
justice  refund  the  taxes;  and  that,  having  heard  and  exam- 
ined the  claims,  they  determined  the  same  were  invalid,  and 
that  they  be  not  allowed.  It  is  clear,  if  the  relators  paid 
the  taxes  they  claimed  they  paid,  their  claims  were  not 
invalid,  nor  could  the  defendants  legally  disallow  the  same. 
The  first  duty  imposed  upon  the  defendants,  as  a  board  of 
supervisors,  by  the  law  of  1867.  they  have  refused  to  per- 
form, which  duty  was  to  ascertain  and  determine  whether 
the  relators  were  assessed,  and  whether  they  paid  taxes  as 
stated  in  their  claims,  and,  if  they  paid  any  such  taxes,  the 
amounts  thereof. 
The  error  committed  by  the  defendants  was  the  result  of 
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an  erroneous  construction  of  the  law  of  1867,  They  sup- 
posed it  was  discretionary  with  them  to  cause  such  taxes  as 
the  relators  claimed  they  had  paid  to  be  repaid^  or  to  refuse 
so  to  do ;  but  the  law  of  1867  did  not  vest  any  such  discre- 
tion in  the  defendants. 

When  the  legislature  "authorized  and  empowered'^  the 
defendants  to  cause  taxes  illegally  assessed  and  paid  in  their 
county  to  be  repaid,  it  became  their  duty  to  do  so^  when 
truthful  claims  for  such  taxes  should  be  duly  presented  to 
them.  {People  agt.  The  Supervisors  of  New  YorTc^  1 1  Ahb. 
114;  People  agt.  Common  Council  of  Brooklyn^  22  Barb.  415; 
People  agt.  HawSj  34  Id.  69;  Mayor  agt.  Furze,  3  HiUy  612; 
4  Wallace^  435;  5  Id.  705.) 

If  the  defendants  had  determined  that  the  relators  had 
paid  the  taxes^  as  stated  in  their  claims,  the  further  duty 
would  have  remained  to  be  performed  by  them,  of  allowing 
such  claims,  and  levying  the  amounts  thereof  by  tax  upon 
the  taxable  property  of  Otsego  county,  and  causing  the  same 
to  be  repaid  to  the  relators,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the 
law  of  1867. 

If  these  views  are  correct,  the  judge  at  special  term  erred 
in  refusing  to  grant  orders  for  the  writs  of  mandamus,  for 
which  the  relators  applied;  and  the  orders  of  the  special 
term  should  be  reversed,  and  orders  granted  for  peremptory 
writs  of  mandamus,  requiring  and  commanding  the  defend- 
ants to  hear  the  claims  of  the  relators  and  determine  whether 
they  paid  the  taxes,  as  stated  in  their  claims;  and  if  they 
paid  any  such  taxes,  the  amounts  thereof;  and  further,  if 
they  paid  any  such  taxes,  to  audit  and  allow  the  amounts 
thereof,  and  cause  the  same  to  be  levied,  collected  and 
Tepaid  to  the  relators,  as  prescribed  by  chapter  938  of  the 
.laws  of  1867. 

MuRBAT,  BoARDMAN  and  Parker,  Justices,  concurred. 
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COURT  OF  appeals- 
Thomas  D.  Green,  respondent  agt,  Willum  H.  Shumwat 
and  Damon  Coates,  impleaded  with  Fhancis  A.  Thayer, 
appellants. 

The  proTifiion  in  the  act  to  provide  for  a  convention  to  revise  and  amend  the  consti- 
tation  of  this  state,  passed  March  29, 1867,  which  require?  of  an  elector,  when 
challenged,  the  following  oath:  "I  (A.  B.)  do  solemnly  swear  (or  affirm)  that  I 
have  never  volnntarily  borne  arms  against  the  Uniled  States  since  I  have  been  a 
citisen  thereof;  that  I  have  voluntarily  given  no  aid,  countenance,  counsel  or 
encouragement  to  persons  engaged  in  armed  hostility  thereto ;  that  I  have  neither 
sought,  nor  accepted,  nor  attempted  to  exercise  the  functions  of  any  office  what- 
ever, under  any  authority  or  pretended  authority,  in  hostility  to  the  United  States; 
that  I  have  not  yielded  a  voluntary  support  to  any  pretended  government,  autho- 
rity, power  or  constitution,  within  tho  Uniied  States,  hostile  or  inimical  thereto ; 
and  did  not  willfully  desert  from  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United 
States,  or  leave  this  state  to  avoid  a  draft,  during  the  late  rebellion ;"  is  unamiti- 
tuUonal  and  void. 

September  Term^  1868. 

Appeal  from  judgment  of  general  term  of  the  sixth  dis- 
trict, re^versing  judgment  in  favor  of  defendants. 

The  complaint  alleged  that,  pursuant  to  the  constitution 
of  the  state  ot  New  York,  and  an  act  of  the  legislature, 
passed  in  March,  1867,  a  lawful  election  was  held  through- 
out the  state  on  the  23d  day  of  April,  1867,  for  the  purpose 
of  choosing  delegates  to  meet  in  convention  at  the  capitol, 
on  the  first  Tuesday  of  June,  1867,  to  revise  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  state,  and  to  amend  the  same. 

That  each  qualified  elector  was  entitled  to  vote  for  dele- 
gates at  large,  and  for  delegates  chosen  in  the  senatorial  dis- 
trict in  which  he  might  reside.  That  the  plaintiff  was  a 
native-bom,  white  citizen,  of  full  age,  and  a  resident  of  the 
third  ward  of  the  city  of  Syracuse,  which  constitutes  an 
election  district.  That  the  defendants  were  inspectors  of 
election  for  said  ward ;  that  the  plaintiff*  was  a  duly  qualified 
elector  in  said  district,  on  the  23d  day  of  April,  1867,  and 
entitled  to  vote ;  that  after  the  defendants  had  entered  upon 
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the  duties  of  their  office  as  inspector,  and  had  duly  opened 
the  polls  of  such  election  on  the  day  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff 
offered  to  vote,  and  presented  a  ballot  for  that  purpose,  and 
requested  the  defendants  to  receive  the  same;  that  the 
defendants  fully  intended  to  deprive  him  of  his  rights  and 
franchises  as  a  citizen,  refused  to  receive  the  ballot  so  offered, 
and  would  not  and  did  not  permit  the  plaintiff  to  vote  at  the 
election ;  and  claims  one  thousand  dollars  damage. 

The  answer  of  the  defendants,  Shumwry  and  Coates,  who 
appeared,  recites  and  alleges  that  by  the  said  act  of  the  leg- 
islature of  this  state,  mentioned  and  referred  to  in  said  com- 
plaint, the  qualifications  of  electors  for  the  election  of  sena- 
torial delegates  and  delegates  at  large,  to  meet  in  convention 
to  revise  and  amend  the  constitution,  is  prescribed,  with  the 
provision  that  no  person  shall  vote  at  said  election  who  will 
not,  if  duly  challenged,  take  and  subscribe  the  following 
oath,  to  wit:  "I  (A.  B.)  do  solemnly  swear  (or  aflSrm)  that 
I  have  never  voluntarily  borne  arms  against  the  United 
States  since  I  have  been  a  citizen  thereof;  that  I  have  vol- 
nntarily  given  no  aid,  countenance,  counsel  or  encourage- 
ment to  persons  engaged  in  armed  hostility  thereto;  that  I 
have  neither  sought,  nor  accepted,  nor  attempted  to  exercise 
the  functions  of  any  office  whatever,  under  any  authority  or 
pretended  authority,  in  hostility  to  the  United  States;  that 
I  have  not  yielded  a  voluntary  support  to  any  pretended 
government,  authority,  power  or  constitution,  within  the 
United  States,  hostile  or  inimical  thereto;  and  did  not  will- 
fully desert  from  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United 
States,  or  leave  this  state  to  avoid  a  drafl,  during  the  late 
rebellion." 

The  defendants  then  allege  that  at  the  time  of  the  offering 
of  his  said  ballots  for  the  election  of  said  delegates,  the  plain- 
tiff was  duly  challenged  as  an  elector  of  said  district,  and 
required  to  take  and  subscribe  the  oath  aforesaid;  that  the 
oath  was  i^ad  to  him,  and  he  refused  to  take  and  subscribe 
the  same,  and  upon  such  refusal  the  defendants  refused  to 
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receive  the  ballot  and  deposit  the  sazne  in  the  boxes  pre* 
pared  for  that  purpose,  because  the  plaintiff  thus  refused,  and 
returned  same  to  him.  They  aver  that  such  refusal  to 
receive  and  deposit  the  ballot  was  made  for  the  purpose  of 
discharging  their  duty  as  such  inspectors,  under  the  act 
referred  to,  and  ask  for  a  dismissal  of  complaint.  The  plain- 
tiff demurred  to  the  answer.  The  special  term,  upon  argu- 
ment, sustained  the  demurrer,  and  ordered  that  the  com- 
plaint be  dismissed,  with  costs.  Upon  appeal  to  the  general 
term,  the  order  of  the  special  term  was  reversed,  and  judg- 
ment ordered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer  and  the 
assessment  of  damages,  with  leave  to  amend.  The  damages 
were  stipulated  at  fifty  dollars;  and  the  defendants  appealed 
to  this  court. 

The  case  was  submitted  on  printed  points. 

DEFENDAin'S,  in  person. 

Geobqe  F.  Comstock,  far  plaintiff. 

Miller,  J.  This  case  involves  the  constitutional  validity 
of  that  portion  of  the  act  to  provide  for  a  convention  to 
revise  and  amend  the  constitution  of  this  state  which  excludes 
from  the  privilege  of  voting  all  who  refuse  to  take  the  test 
oath  prescribed  by  the  act  in  question.  {S.  L.of  1867,  ch. 
194,  ^  2,  p.  287.) 

I  think  that  the  oath  in  question  was  unconstitutional  and 
invalid,  for  the  reasons  which  I  will  proceed  to  state.  The 
first  subdivision  of  the  tenth  sectioa  of  the  first  article  of  the 
constitution  of  the  United  States  provides  that  '*  no  state 
shall  pass  any  bill  of  attainder,  ex  post  facto  law,  or 'laws, 
impairing  the  obligations  of  contracts,  or  grant  any  title  of 
nobility."  The  provision  of  the  act  which  is  to  be  consid- 
ered declares  that  no  person  shall  vote  at  the  election  for 
delegates  to  said  convention  who  will  not,  if  duly  chal- 
lenged, take  and  subscribe  an  oath  that  he  has  not  done  cer- 
tain acts  mentioned  therein,  and  inflicts  the  penalty  of  polit- 
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ical  diafranchisementy  without  any  prelimioary  examination 
or  trial,  for  a  refusal  to  fake  said  oath.  By  this  enactment 
the  citizen  is  deprived,  upon  declining  to  conform  to  its  man- 
date, of  a  right  guaranteed  to  him  by  the  constitution  and 
the  laws  of  the  land;  and  one  of  the  most  inestimable  and 
invaluable  privileges  of  a  free  government.  There  can  "be  no 
doubt,  I  think,  that  to  deprive  a  citizen  of  the  privilege  of 
exercising  the  elective  franchise,  for  any  conduct  of  which 
he  has  previously  been  guilty,  is  to  inflict  a  punishment  for 
the  act  done.  It  imposes  upon  him  a  severe  penalty,  which 
interferes  with  his  privileges  as  a  citizen,  afiects  his  respect- 
ability and  standing  in  the  community,  degrades  him  in  the 
estimation  of  his  fellow  men,  and  reduces  him  below  the 
level  of  those  who  constitute  the  great  body  of  the  people 
of  which  the  government  is  composed.  It  moreover  inflicts 
a  penalty  which,  by  the  laws  of  this  state,  is  a  part  of  the 
punishment  inflicted  for  a  felony,  and  which  follows  convic- 
tion for  such  a  crime.  It  is  one  of  the  peculiar  character- 
istics of-  our  free  institutions,  that  every  citizen  is  permitted 
to  enjoy  certain  rights  and  privileges,  which  places  him  upon 
an  equality  with  his  neighbors.  Any  law  which  takes  away 
or  abridges  these  rights,  or  suspends  their  exercise,  is  not 
only  an  infringement  upon  their  enjoyment,  but  an  actual 
punishment.  That  such  is  the  practical  efiect  of  the  test 
oath  required  by  the  act  in  question  can  admit  of  no  doubt, 
in  my  judgment.  It  arbitrarily  and  summarily,  and  without 
any  of  the  forms  of  law,  punishes  f>r  an  ofiense  created  by 
the  law  itself. 

In  the  formation  of  our  national  constitution,  its  framers 
designed  to  prevent  and  guard  against  the  exercise  of  the 
power  of  the  legislature,  by  usurping  judicial  functions,  and 
for  the  punishment  of  alleged  ofienses  in  advance  of  trial,  for 
oiTenses  unknown  to  the  law,  and  by  bill  of  attainder  and  ex 
post  facto  enactments. 

Laws  of  this  character  were  considered  as  among  the  most 
mischievous  and  vicious  cla£S  of  judicial  legislation,  and  in 
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England  were  made  the  instruments  of  gross  abuse,  and  a 
tremendous  engine  of  political  power.  Resorted  to  in  times 
of  high  political  excitement,  they  were  the  means  of  inflict- 
ing great  wrong  and  injustice.  They  sometimes  affected 
the  dead  as  well  as  the  living,  and  were  the  instruments  of 
transcendent  iniquity.  {DtoarriSy  part  J,  254 ;  part  II,  712  j 
2  Story  an  Constitution^  ^^  13  and  44.)  In  a  free  govern- 
ment such  legislation  could  not  be  endured;  and  hence  it 
was  that  the  constitution  so  emphatically  prohibited  it. 

When  the  act  in  question  was  passed  by  the  legislature, 
there  was  no  iaw  in  this  state  which  condemned  or  charac- 
terized the  conduct  which  is  punished  in  this  act  by  depriv- 
ing the  citizen  of  the  right  of  sufirage.  This  law  created  a 
new  crime,  and  makes  an  offense  which  did  not  previously 
exist.  It  punishes  for  an  act  which  was  not  a  crime  when 
committed.  But  even  if  the  alleged  ofienses  incorporated  in 
the  oath  prescribed  were  known  to  the  law,  the  statute  in 
question,  in  violation  of  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  pro- 
nounces judgment  of  condemnation,  without  evidence,  with- 
out any  opportunity  to  defend  against  the  charge,  and  with- 
out a  trial.  It  makes  the  party  the  accuser  of  himself,  and 
his  refusal  to  acquit  himself  for  any  cause  his  own  condem- 
nation. It  punishes  for  an  offense  before  an  accusation  is 
made  and  a  trial  had  judicially,  according  to  the  constitution 
and  the  laws  of  the  land.  It  compels  him,  in  direct  viola- 
tion of  the  fifth  amendment  of  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States,  ^'  to  be  a  witness  against  himself."  His  refusal  to 
testify  that  he  is  innocent  operates  to  produce  his  conviction, 
and  seals  his  guilt.  The  object  of  the  fifth  amendment  last 
cited  was  to  prevent  the  party  from  being  called  upon  as  a 
witness  of  his  own  guilt,  and  to  insure  to  him  a  full  and  fair 
trial  by  due  process  of  law.  To  compel  him  to  testify 
would  violate  this  provision;  and  indirectly  to  make  a 
refusal  to  testify  a  cause  for  punishment,  effects  the  very 
same  purpose.  It  is  only  an  evasion  of  the  provision  cited, 
to  condemn  a  person  for  a  refusal  to  swear  to  innocence. 
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That  the  federal  constitution  is  violated  by  the  provision 
of  the  act  to  which  I  have  referred,  I  entertain  no  doubt. 
It  is  essentially,  in  the  particulars  indicated,  both  a  bill  of 
attainder,  or  of  pains  and  penalties,  and  an  ex  post  facto  law. 
We  are  not  without  authority  to  sustain  the  views  I  have 
expressed,  and  the  subject  has  recently  undergone  a  thor- 
ough discussion  and  examination  in  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States,  so  as  to  render  further  elaboration  entirely 
needless.  In  Cummings  agt.  The  SicUe  of  Missouri  (4  Wal. 
277),  a  bill  of  attainder  is  defined  to  be  a  legislative  act 
which  inflicts  punishment  without  a  judicial  trial.  Field, 
J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  remarks,  "If  the 
punishment  be  less  than  death,  the  act  is  termed  a  bill  of 
pains  and  penalties.  Within  the  meaning  of  the  constitu« 
tion,  bills  of  attainder  include  bills  of  pains  and  penalties. 
In  these  cases  the  legislative  body,  in  addition  to  its  legiti- 
mate functions,  exercises  the  powers  and  office  of  judge;  it 
assumes,  in  the  language  in  the  text  books,  judicial  magis- 
tracy; it  pronounces  upon  the  guilt  of  the  party,  without 
any  of  the  forms  or  safeguards  of  trial;  it  determines  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  proofs  produced,  whether  conformable  to  the 
rules  of  evidence  or  otherwise;  and  it  fixes  the  degree  of 
punishment  in  accordance  with  its  own  notions  of  tlie  enor- 
mity of  the  ofiense."  The  learned  judge  cites  cases  from 
British  history,  where  bills  of  this  character  had  been  passed, 
and  the  court  held  that  the  second  article  of  the  constitution' 
of  the  state  of  Missouri,  which  required  a  test  oath  from 
priests  and  clergymen,  in  order  that  they  might  continue  in 
the  exercise  of  their  profession,  and  be  allowed  to  preach 
and  teach,  constituted  a  bill  of  attainder,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  provision  of  the  federal  constitution  prohibiting 
the  states  from  passing  bills  of  that  character. 

The  court  also  held  that  the  clauses  of  the  same  article,  in 
depriving  priests  and  clergymen  of  the  right  to  preach  and 
teach,  impose  a  penalty  for  some  acts  which  were  innocent 
at  the  time  they  were  committed,  and  increase  the  penalty 
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prescribed  for  such  of  the  acts  specified  as  at  the  time  con- 
stituted public  offenses,  and  in  both  particulars  violate  the 
provisions  of  the  federal  constitution  prohibiting  the  passage 
by  the  states  of  an  ex  post  facto  law.  That  they  further  vio- 
lated that  provision  in  altering  the  rules  of  evidence  with 
respect  to  the  proof  of  the  acts  specified }  thus,  in  assuming 
guilt  instead  of  the  innocence  of  the  parties,  in  requiring 
them  to  establish  their  innocence,  instead  of  requiring  the 
government  to  prove  their  guilt,  and  in  declaring  that  their 
innocence  can  be  shown  only  in  one  way,  by  an  expurgatory 
oath.  The  learned  judge,  in  reference  to  the  clause  of  the 
constitution  which  inhibits  the  passage  of  an  ex  post  facto 
law,  says :  "  By  an  ex  post  facto  law  is  meant  one^  which 
imposes  a  punishment  for  an  act  which  is  not  punishable  at 
the  time  it  was  committed,  or  imposes  additional  punish- 
ment to  that  then  prescribed,  or  changes  the  rule  of  evi- 
dence by  which  less  or  different  evidence  is  sufficient  to  con- 
vict than  was  required.'^  (See  also  Colder  agt.  Bull,  3  Dallas^ 
380,  390;  Fletcher  agt.  Peck,  3  Cranch.  137.)  It  is  clearly 
manifest  that  the  law  under  consideration  was  liable  to  the 
t>bjection  that  it  was  both  a  bill  of  pains  and  penalties  and 
an  ex  post  facto  law,  within  the  principles  laid  down  in  the 
case  cited.  It  not  only  inflicted  pains  and  penalties,  but  it 
imposed  punishment  for  acts  not  punishable  at  the  time 
they  were  committed,  and  changed  the  rule  of  evidence  as  to 
the  testimony  required  to  convict. 

In  Ex  parte  Garland  (4  Wal.  333)  a  similar  question  was 
presented,  and  it  was  held  that  an  act  of  congress  which 
excludes  from  practicing  in  the  federal  courts  any  attorney 
or  counsellor  who  refuses  to  take  a  test  oath  precisely  like 
the  oath  required  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  in  question, 
with  the  exception  o\  the  last  clause,  relating  to  desertion, 
partakes  of  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  pains  and  penalties,  and  is 
subject  to  the  constitutional  inhibition  against  the  passage 
of  bills  of  attainder,  under  which  general  designation  bills  of 
pains  and  penalties  are  mcluded;   and  that  in  the  exclusion 
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which  the  act  adjudges^  it  imposes  a  punishment  for  some 
of  the  acts  specified,  which  were  not  punishable  at  the  time 
they  were  committed;  and  for  other  of  the  acts,  it  adds  a 
new  punishment  to  that  before  prescribed;  and  it  is  thus 
within  the  inhibition  of  the  constitution  against  the  passage 
of  an  ex  post  facto  law. 

Independent  of  any  views  which  may  be  entertained,  the 
cases  cited  cover  the  question  discussed,  and  are  decisive  and 
controlling.  Any  further  discussion  would  therefore  be 
unnecessary.  But  it  is  not  inappropriate  to  add  that  all 
oaths  of  an  expurgatory  character,  especially  when  applied 
as  a  means  of  punishment  for  past  acts,  not  at  the  time 
recognized  and  known  to  the  law  as  penal  or  criminal,  have 
been  regarded  in  all  countries,  in  modem  times,  as  odious 
and  inquisitorial;  and,  passed  as  they  usually  are  in  times 
of  high  excitement,  upon  the  return  of  cool  judgment  and 
calm  reason,  have  been  condemned  and  repealed  by  legisla- 
tive enactment.  Such  was  the  case  in  our  own  state,  after 
the  termination  of  the  revolutionary  struggle.  Some  laws 
of  such  a  character  had  been  passed  during  that  period,  and 
even  after  its  close,  when  peace  had  returned,  rigid  enact- 
ments were  made,  which  excluded  from  the  legal "  profession 
many  eminent  lawyers  of  that  generation.  A  more  enlight- 
ened and  liberal  spirit,  however,  under  the  guidance  of  the 
most  able  statesmen  and  profound  jurists  of  that  day,  finally 
prevailed,  and  those  who  had  been  banished  from  the  coun- 
try were  allowed  to  return,  restored  to  the  privileges  of  citi- 
zenship, by  the  repeal  of  the  disabling  laws;  and  in  one 
instance  at  least,  where  the  party  had  the  misfortune  to 
differ  from  his  neighbors  and  friends  upon  the  great  question 
of  American  independence,  after  years  of  absence  and  expa- 
triation in  a  foreign  land,  was  allowed  to  resume  his  former 
position  in  the  legal  profession,  where  his  talents,  extensive 
acquirements  and  profound  learning  shed  lustre  upon  the 
jurisprudence  of  the  state,  and  the  purity  and  consistency 


.  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  BEPOBTS.        13 

Green  agt.  Bbnmwaj. 

of  his  life  to  an  advanced  age  commanded  the  respect,  confi- 
dence and  veneration  of  the  entire  community. 

I  am  also  of  the  opinion  that  the  statute  in  question  vio- 
lates the  constitution  of  the  state  of  New  York. 

The  first  section  of  the  second  article  of  the  constitution 
prescribes  the  qualifications  of  electors,  who  shall  be  entitled 
to  vote  ''for  all  ofiBcers  that  now  or  hereafter  may  be  elected 
by  the  people.'^ 

The  second  section  of  the  thirteenth  article  provides  for 
the  submission  of  the  question,  whether  a  convention  shall 
be  called,  "to  the  electors  qualified  to  vote  for  members  of 
the  legislature,  and  in  case  a  majority  of  the  electors  so  qualin 
fiedy  voting  at  such  election,  shall  decide  in  favor  of  such 
convention  for  such  a  purpose,  the  legislature  shall  provide 
for  the  election  of  delegates  to  such  convention.^'  This 
clause  does  not  confer  upon  the  legislature  any  power  to  cre- 
ate disabilities  not  existing  at  the  time,  under  the  constitu- 
tion, or  to  restrict  the  right  of  sufirage  which  the  constitu- 
tion has  established.  It  would  be  extraordinary  if  the  legis- 
lature had  the  right  to  determine  who  were  entitled  to  the 
privilege  of  voting,  and  thus,  in  the  exercise  of  an  unlimited 
discretion,  be  able  to  disfranchise  any  class  of  citizens,  when 
the  right  is  already  clearly  established.  Such  a  power  would 
be  liable  to  the  grossest  abuse,  dangerous  in  the  extreme, 
and  obviously  was  never  intended  to  be  conferred.  It  is  evi- 
dent, I  think,  that  the  above  section,  specifying  the  qualifi- 
cations of  electors  to  pass  upon  the  question  whether  or  not 
there  shall  be  a  convention,  plainly  imports  that  the  same 
elactors,  and  no  others,  are  qualified  to  vote  for  delegates; 
and  any  disfranchisement  of  any  portion  of  said  electors  is  a 
violation  of  this  section,  and  therefore  void. 

The  statute  also  violates  section  one  of  article  one  of  the 
constitution  of  this  state,  which  declares  that  <^no  member 
of  this  state  shall  be  disfiranchised  or  deprived  of  any  of  the 
rights  or  privileges  secured  to  any  citizen  thereof,  unless  by 
the  law  o£  the  land  or  the  judgment  of  his  peers.''    The 
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*Maw  of  the  land"  does  not  mean  a  statute  passed  for  the 
purpose  of  working  the  wrong,  but  the  law  which  existed 
at  the  time  when  the  alleged  offense  was  perpetrated.  The 
provision  was  intended  to  restrict  the  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture, and  to  prevent  any  act  which  would  deprive  a  party 
of  his  rights  or  disfranchise  him,  until  it  was  ascertained 
judicially  that  they  had  been  forfeited*  {Wynehammer  agt 
The  People,  13  N.  Y.  R  393,  394  and-  416,  and  other  cases 
cited.)  The  act  in  question  pronounces  a  judgment  and  dis- 
franchises the  elector,  without  judge  or  jury,  or  any  of 
the  forms  required  by  the  ordinary  course  of  legal  pro- 
ceedings. 

It  also  violates  section  six  of  article  one,  which  declares 
that  no  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  crime,  except 
on  presentment  of  a  grand  jury;  and  the  second  section  of 
the  same  article,  which  secures  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  in 
all  cases  in  which  it  has  heretofore  been  held  inviolate. 

These  objections  are  too  apparent  to  require  an  extended 
discussion.  It  is  manifest  that  the  case  was  properly  decided 
by  the  general  term,  and  the  judgment  reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  special  term  overruling  the  demurrer  and  dis- 
missing the  complaint  must  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

All  the  judges  concurred  exceptiag  Hunt,  Woodruff  and 
Mason. 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Cornelius  M.  Mersebole  and  James  L.  Libby  agt.  Mobris 
A.  Tynbebq. 

Whenever  a  trade  marl  is  Jirtt  employed  to  designate  a  particular  mannfaotare, 
-whether  the  term  used  ie  a  popular  one,  formed  of  words  or  sjmbols  common  to 
the  world,  or  one  expressly  created  for  the  purpose  to  which  it  is  applied)  and 
the  manafactnre  acqaires  reputation  and  becomes  valnable  as  an  article  of  mer- 
chandise, it  will  be  protected  from  infringement  by  injunction. 

Therefore,  where  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  first  to  nse  the  word  "  Bit- 
marcJtj"  olthoQgh  a  popular  term  and  one  in  general  fue,  as  a  designation  of  aparw 
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tieular  Btvle  of  jMsper  collars  made  by  them,  and  have  acquired  bj  its  manafactnre 
and  Bale  under  that  name  a  valuable  intereet  in  snch  designation,  the  defendant 
miut  be  estopped  from  nsing  it  for  the  same  purpose. 

Special  Termj  October^  1868. 

Motion  by  defendant  to  dissolve  injunction. 

Clarence  A.  Seward,  for  plaintiffs. 
Spring  &  Wetmore,  for  defendant. 

Brady,  J.  Upon  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  on  the 
motion  which  was  made  to  dissolve  the  injunction  granted 
herein,  I  was  impressed  with  the  belief  that  the  application 
must  be  denied,  and  subsequent  examination  of  the  proofs, 
papers  and  authorities  confirmed  that  view.  The  subject 
of  trade  marks  is  exhausted  by  the  briefs  of  the  respective 
counsel,  and  an  array  made  of  American  and  English  cases 
which  shows  their  zeal  and  industry. 

Due  consideration  of  the  whole  case  results,  however,  in 
this  proposition:  If  the  plaintiffs  can  be  pronounced  the  first 
to  use  the  word  "Bismarck,"  although  a  popular  term  and 
one  in  general  use,  as  a  designation  of  a  particular  style  of 
paper  collars  made  by  them,  and  to  have  acquired  by  its 
manufacture  and  sale  under  that  name  a  valuable  interest  in 
such  designation,  the  defendant  must  be  estopped  from 
using  it  for  the  same  purpose.  The  plaintiffs  had  the  right 
to  appropriate  such  name,  in  common  with  others,  for  a  new 
purpose,  and,  having  done  so,  are  entitled  to  avail  them- 
selves of  all  the  advantages  of  their  superior  diligence  and 
industry.  There  is  no  reason  for  making  any  distinction 
between  a  common  word  or  term  used  for  an  original  or 
new  purpose  which  has  accomplished  its  object,  and  a  new 
design  adopted  by  a  manufacturer.  Both  give  currency 
to  the  articles  to  which  they  g,re  applied  and  distinguish 
them  from  other  manufactures  of  a  similar  character.  All 
persons  stand  alike  on  this  theory,  and  all  are  entitled 
to  protection.  This  rule  is  logically  and  justly  evoked 
from    the  -decisions    relating    to    trade    marks,   although, 
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as  I  have  had  occasion  to  observe  in  another  case,  it  may  be 
said  that  there  is  a  seeming,  although  not  real,  absence  of 
uniformity  in  the  doctrines  established  by  them.  I  do  not 
deem  it  necessary  to  analyze  them.  It  is  more  practical  and 
quite  sufficient  to  state  what,  in  my  judgment,  is  appicable 
to  this,  case,  as  one  of  the  results  of  these  determinations, 
and  it  is  this: 

Whenever  a  trade  mark  is  employed  to  designate  a  par* 
ticular  manufacture,  whether  the  term  used  is  a  popular  one 
formed  of  words  or  sjmibols  common  to  the  world,  or  one 
expressly  created  for  the  purpose  to  which  it  is  applied,  and 
the  manufacture  acquires  reputation  and  becomes  valuable 
as  an  article  of  merchandise,  an  imitator  thereof,  for  a  kin- 
dred or  similar  manufacture,  is  presumed  to  intend  wrong- 
fully, and  the  burden  rests  upon  him  to  show  t^Mr*  there  is 
either  no  property  in  the  term  or  symbol,  arising  from  pri- 
ority of  use,  for  the  article  to  which  it  has  been  applied,  or 
that  no  deceit  or  injury  can  result  from  the  imitation.  {Pid- 
dings  agt.  Howe,  8  Simons^  479;  Knott  agt.  Morgan j  2  Kern. 
213;  Barrows  agt.  Knight,  6  jR.  J.  Eep.  434;  Marsh  agt. 
BiUingSy  7  Cush.  R.  323;  Broham  agt.  Bustard,  9  Law 
Times,  N.  S.  199;  Har^r  agt.  Pearson,  3  Law  Tinies^  N.  S. 
647;  Hall  agt.  Burrows,  9  Law  Times,  N.  S.  561;  Smith 
agt.  Woodruff,  48  Barh.  S.  C.  R.  439;  Howard  agt.  Hen- 
riques,  3  Sand.  S.  C.  R.  725;  Stone  agt.  Carlan,  13  Law  R. 
360;  Matsell  Eigt  Flanagan,  2  Abb.  Pr.  R.  N.  S.  459;  Coffee 
agt.  Bremton,  4  McLean,  51<3;  Edelstein  agt.  Edelstein,  1 
DeO.  J.  <&  SmitKs  R  185;  Walton  agt.  Crowley,  3  BUtch. 
C.  C.  R.  447;  Davis  agt.  Kendall,  2  R.  J.  Rep.  570;  New- 
man agt.  Alvord,  49  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  538..) 

The  cases  have  become  numerous  because  success  pro- 
vokes rivalry,  and  fair  dealing  does  not  always  characterize 
competition.  I  have  been  unable  to  yield  to  the  conviction 
which  some  persons  seem  to  entertain,  that  it  is  fair  dealing 
designedly  to  appropriate  for  the  same  object  a  word,  sym- 
bol or  term  first  employed  by  another  for  a  particular  pur- 
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pose^  although  such  word^  symbol  or  term  is  one  in  general 
use,  and  belongs  in  common  to  the  world.  The  word,  sym- 
bol, or  term,  abstractly  considered,  is  not  the  subject  of  spe- 
cial right  or  property,  but  it  may  become  so  when  the  appli- 
cation of  it  identifies  a  particular  manufacture,  and  the  thing 
made,  and  the  word,  term  or  symbol,  as  applied  to  it,  are 
synonymous. 

"Property  in  a  word  for  all  purposes  cannot  exist,  but 
property  in  a  word,  as  applied  by  way  of  stamp  upon  a 
stick  of  liquorice,  does  exist  the  moment  the  liquorice  gets 
into  the  market  so  stamped.  Reputation  in  the  market, 
whereby  the  stamp  gets  currency,  and  an  indication  of 
superior  quality,  or  of  some  other  circumstance,  which 
would  render  the  article  so  stamped  acceptable  to  the  pub- 
lic, is  property.^  {Per  Lord  Westbuey,  in  McAndretcs  agt. 
BasseUj  10  Jurist  N.  S.  650.) 

There  is  a  class  of  cases,  such  as  Cortcin  agt.  Daly  (7 
Bosw.  222),  where  the  plaintiff  endeavored  to  appropriate 
the  name  of  "  Club  House  Gin,/'  and  Binninger  agt.  Wattles 
(28  How.  Pr.  R.  206),  where  the  designation  employed  by 
the  plaintiff  was  "Old  London  Dock  Gin,''  which  would 
seem  to  conflict  with  the  rule  stated ;  but  mich  is  not  the 
fact.  The  distinction  between  these  and  cases  kindred  to 
them  is  pointed  out  by  Judge  Daniels,  in  commenting  upon 
them,  as  he  did  in  Netoman  agt.  Alvord  {supra).  After  show- 
ing that  the  protection  sought  in  those  cases  was  denied 
upon  the  ground  that  the  terms  adopted  were  previously  in 
popular  use  for  the  same  purpose  as  that  to  which  the 
plaintiffi  claimed  the  right  specifically  to  appropriate  them, 
be  said :  "  But  neither  these  decisions,  nor  any  others  to 
which  they  refer,  sanction  the  conclusion  that  because  u 
term  is  in  popular  use  it  can  be  burdened  with  no  new  use 
of  a  special  and  exclusive  character,  for  the  purpose  of  iden- 
tifying the  trade  and  manufacture  of  a  particular  individual. 
It  is  to  be  observed,  also,  that  the  rule  which  originally  pre- 
scribed that  fraud  wtis  a  necessary  element  in  the  plaintiff's 
Vox*.  XXXVL  2 
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case  to  b6  affirmatively  established  by  him  has  ceased  to 
exist.  {Cases  supra.)  And  all  the  essential  requisites  to 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  protection  flow  from  the  prior  use  of 
a  term,  symbol  or  word  which  has  created  for  his  manufac- 
ture a  celebrity  or  value ;  and  the  burden  of  showing  that 
the  claim  of  priority  is  unfounded,  or  the  absence  of  any 
injury  resulting  from  its  imitation,  rests  upon  the  defendant. 
This  case  demands  a  decision  upon  the  precise  proposition 
considered,  inasmuch  as  the  word  Bismarck  was  applied  to 
men  and  to  things  of  various  kinds  prior  to  the  use  of  it  by 
the  plaintiffs  to  distinguish  their  manufacture  of  paper  col- 
lars, and  was  a  popular  term.  The  plaintiffs,  however,  were, 
in  my  judgment,  the  first  to  employ  it  as  they  did,  and  their 
collars,  thus  designated,  acquired  a.  valuable  reputation  in 
the  market.  It  follows  as  a  natural  deduction  that  the  imi- 
tation of  the  plaintiff^'s  mark  was  predicated  on  the  reputa- 
tion which  their  paper  collars  of  that  name  had  acquired, 
and  of  which  the  defendant  sought  to  avail  himself.  If  com- 
petition, fair  and  honorable,  as  I  understand  it,  had  alone 
stimulated  the  defendant,  he  should  have  relied  upon  the 
quality  or  some  attribute  of  his  manufacture,  and  selected 
some  distinctfve  appellation  for  it.  It  is  the  policy  of  the 
law  to  encourage  enterprise,  but  not  at  the  expense  of 
superior  diligence  and  industry.  The  market  is  closed 
against  no  one  who,  in  a  fair  and  honest  spirit  of  rivalry, 
seeks  to  monopolize  the  entire  trade  in  one  or  more  articles 
of  merchandise ;  but  the  elements  of  fraud,  deceit  or  malap- 
propriation  of  another's  right  can  receive  no  countenance 
from  courts  of  equitable  jurisdiction. 

It  is  nnecessary,  however,  to  pursue  this  subject  further, 
except  to  say  that  the  defendant  may  not  be  subject  to  the 
charge  of  unfair  dealing:  in  fact.  If  he  honestly  believes 
himself  entitled  to  use  the  mark  introduced  by  the 
plaintiffs,  from  a  conviction  that  they  were  not  the  origin- 
ators of  it  for  the  purposes  to  which  they  applied  it,  the  gen 
eral  observations  herein  contained  about  fair  dealing  may  not 
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apply  to  bim^  although  the  legal  results  would  be  the  same. 
I  have  considered  this  case  in  a  general  sense, .  without 
intending  to  reflect  upon  the  defendant  particularly. 

The  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  must,  for  the  rea- 
sons assigned,  be  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Francis  Ponto,  appellant  agt.  James  H.  Phelps,  respondent. 

1 

Where  an  offer  has  been  made  bj  the  respondent  nnder  section  371  of  the  Code  of 
Procedure,  to  allow  the  judgment  before  the  justice  to  be  corrected,  and  the 
same  has  been  accepted  hj  the  appellant  and  the  judgment  corrected  accordingly : 

Meld,  that  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  an  order  or  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  for 
the  recoverj  of  the  amount  of  his  disbursements  on  appeal,  and  his  costs  in  the 
eourt  below.  [This  ccue  it  said  to  be  vMorrectly  reported  in  voL  35  How,  Pr,  R. 
p.  364.) 

FiftJi  District  J  General  Term,  1S68. 

Before  Foster,  Mullin  and  Morgan,  J,  J. 

The  appellant,  after  acceptance  of  the  respondent's  offer 
and  correction  of  the  judgment  in  the  justice's  court,  applied 
to  the  county  court,  upon  an  affidavit  showing  the  facts  and 
setting  forth  the  amount  ot  his  disbursements  on  appeal,  and 
his  costs  in  the  justice's  court  for  an  order,  that  the  justice 
apply  the  same  on  the  execution  issued  by  him,  or  for  stick 
otlici'  or  further  order  in  the  premises^  as  the  court  might  see 
proper  to  grant.  The  correctness  of  the  items  of  disburse- 
ments and  costs,  were  not  disputed ;  and  the  county  court 
thereupon,  instead  of  granting  an  order  requiring  the  justice 
to  make  the  indorsement  on  the  execution,  made  an  order 
directing  a  judgment  in  favor  of  t^e  appellant,  for  the  recov- 
ery of  SI 2.20,  the  amount  of  his  disbursements  on  appeal 
and  his  costs  in  the  court  below. 

The  appeal  was  from  this  order. 
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N.  Whiting, /or  the  appellant^  argued  that  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  county  court  was  exhausted  on  the  acceptance  of 
the  plain tifTs  offer  and  the  correction  of  the  justice's  judg- 
ment. (Morgan,  J.  The  provision  of  section  371  is,  that 
the  corrected  judgment  shall  stand  as  his  judgment,  and  be 
enforced  accordingly ;  and  that  the  appellant  shall  recover 
his  disbursements  on  appeal,  and  his  costs  in  the  justice's 
court.  The  recovery  here  mentioned  must,  therefore,  be  had 
in  the  appellate  court,* as  the  authority  of  the  justice  is  ex- 
hausted.) The  counsel  then  argued  that  the  county  court 
had  no  authority  to  tax  the  costs.  (Morgan,  J.  The  papers 
do  not  show  that  the  court  taxed  the  costs.  For  aught  that 
appears,  they  may  have  been  taxed  by  the  clerk.  But  we 
think  no  formal  taxation  was  necessary.) 

W.  J.  Wallace,  for  respondent. 

Per  curiam.     The  order  of  the  county  court  is  affirmed, 
with  $10  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

James  Fisk,  jr.  and  others  agt.  The  Chicago,  Rock  Island 
and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  and  others. 

Hatch  agt.  Same. 

Fanshawe  agt.  Same. 

Belden  agt.  Same. 

fhis  coart  has  jorisdiction  of  actiona  bronght  bj  citiEens  of  this  state,  as  stockhold- 
ers of  a  railroad  coporation  created  ander  the  laws  of  the  states  of  Illinois  and 
Iowa,  for  the  purpose  of  interposing,  by  injunction,  to  stay  the  lue  of  proceeds  of 

.  illegal  and  spurioas  stock  issued  and  sold  by  such  corporation. 

Neither  a  railroad  corporation  nor  its  directors  have  the  right  to  make  eertificatea 
purporting  to  represent  capital  stock  of  the  corporation,  which  has  not  in  ftet  been 
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ftabflcribed  and  paid  fori  and  pat  them  on  the  market  for  sale  aa  etock.    Snch  i 
are  tUtra  vires. 

A  sabseqaent  statnte  passed  by  the  state  of  Iowa  alone,  ratifying  snch  false  oertifi- 
cates  of  stock  cannot  iiid  the  corporation ;  for  the  state  of  Illinois  has  as  much 
control  of  the  matter  as  the  state  of  Iowa,  the  stock  being  the  issue  of  a  consolida- 
ted corporation  of  both  states. 

An  injunctlou  should  not  be  issned  restnuning  the  corporation,  except  so  far  as  the 
illegal  certificates  are  concerned — the  proceeds  of  which  shonid  be  held  by  the 
conrt  to  protect  the  company  against  damages  in  favor  of  the  holders  of  the  fiilse 
certificates,  or  to  enable  it  to  retiie  them. 

New  York  Special  Term^  at  Chambers,  April,  1868. 

The  plaintiffs  in  these  several  cases,  sued  as  holders  of 
original  shares  of  the  stock  of  the  Chicago,  Rock  Island  and 
Pacific  Railroad  Company,  a  corporation  created  by  the  states 
of  Illinois  and  Iowa.  The  complaints  alleged  that  the  new 
issue  of  49,000  shares  of  the  stock  was  illegal  and  void,  and 
demanded  injunctions  against  the  use  of  the  proceeds  of  that 
issue,  and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  such  proceeds. 
Motions  were  made  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  appointment  of 
such  receiver,  and  motions  were  made  by  the  defendants  to 
dissolve  the  pending  injunctions  against  the  use  of  the  pro- 
ceeds.    All  the  motions  came  on  and  were  heard  together. 

D.  D.  Field,  J.  E.  Bdbrill  and  J.  K.  Porter,  for  the 

the  plaintiffs. 
C.  Tracy,  W.  M.  Evarts,  W.  Fullerton,  A.  J.  Van- 

DERPOEL  and  J.  N.  WHirma,  for  the  defendants. 

Cardozo,  J.  I  shall  not  follow  the  counsel  over  the  ex- 
tended field  of  discussion  in  which  they  indulged  on  the  argu- 
ment of  the  motion  in  these  cases.  The  statement  of  a  very 
few,  plain  and  well  recognized  propositions  is  all  that  is 
necessary  to  dispose  of  the  question  really  involved.  My 
views  may  be  briefly  expressed,  as  follows : 

1.  Even  if  my  reflection  and  examination  led  me  ix>  a  dif- 
ferent opinion,  which  they  do  not,  I  should  not  feel  at  lib- 
erty to  deny  the  existence  of  the  jurisdiction  which  it  is 
sought  to  have  the  court  entertain  in  these  actions,  since  the 
point  has  been  fully  and  distinctly  decided  by  the  general 
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term  of  this  court  in  Griffiths  agt.  Scott^  cited  ou  the  argu- 
ment. My  views  accord  with  that  decision,  but  in  any  event, 
I  should  consider  myself  bound  to  follow  it.  In  that  case 
Judge  Ingraham  said :  "  I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  but 
that  a  citizen  of  this  state  can  maintain  an  action  against  a 
foreign  corporation  for  any  cause  connected  with  the  recov- 
ery of  or  protection  to  his  property  or  rights  in  said  corpor- 
tion.^'  Judge  Leonard,  in  the  same  case,  held  that  this 
court  "  has  not  the  power  to  remove  or  appoint  the  trustees 
or  directors  of  a  foreign  corporation,  bi^t  it  can  enjoin  their 
action  when  illegal,  or  when  acting  fraudulently  or  unlaw- 
fully^ if  they  are  personally  within  our  jurisdiction."  These 
remarks  are  apposite  to  the  present  suits,  and  dispose  of  the 
point  as  to  jurisdiction  raised  by  the  defendant's  counsel. 

2.  The  issue  of  the  49,000  shares  complained  of  was  ultra 
vires.  Neither  the  corporation  nor  its  directors  had,  in  any 
view,  the  right  to  make  certificates  purporting  .to  represent 
capital  stock,  which  had  not  in  fact  been  subscribed  and  paicl 
for,  and  to  put  them  on  the  market  as  stock  and  sell  them 
below  par.  If  they  might  do  so  and  sell  them  at  a  discount 
of  one  or  two  per  cent,  they  might  sell  them  at  fifty  per  cent 
or  any  greater  discount,  It  is  not  a  question  of  good  faith, 
or  of  honest  intention,  or  of  wise  policy,  or  skillful  or  dis- 
creet management  upon  the  part  of  the  directors ;  it  is  a 
question  of  power.  Every  paper  issued  purporting  to  rep- 
resent stock  which  had  in  fact  no  existence,  was  a  false  cer- 
tificate ;  and  the  directors  were  not  authorized  to  make  false 
certificates.  No  such  power  attaches  to  their  office,  and  the 
stockholders  have  the  right  to  complain  that  they  have  as- 
sumed a  power  which  was  not  conferred  upon  them.  These 
views  controlling  of  the  case  are  so  familiar  that  they  do  not 
require  the  citation  of  authorities  to  support  them. 

3.  The  statute  passed  by  the  legislature  of  Iowa  {Laws  of 
lowttj  1868,  chap.  13),  cannot  alone  ratify  the  act  of  the  di- 
rectors. The  state  of  Iowa  has  not  exclusive  jurisdiction 
over  this  corporation.     The  certificates  do  not  purport  to 
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represent  stock  in  the  original  corporation  created  by  the 
state  of  lowa^  but  assume  to  represent  stock  of  the  con- 
solidated company  consisting  of  that  corporation  and  the  one 
found  under  the  laws  of  Illinois.  The  latter  state,  therefore, 
has  quite  as  much  control  of  the  present  matter  as  the  state 
of  Iowa.  Certainly  the  act  of  either  alone  will  not  aid  the 
defendants. 

4.  I  see  no  reason  why  any  injunction  should  have  issued 
to  restrain  the  defendants,  except  so  far  as  the  49,000  illegal 
certificates  are  concerned.  The  transfer  of  the  illegal  issue 
was  properly  enjoined,  and  the  proceeds  should  be  held  by 
the  court  to  protect  the  company  against  damages  in  favor 
of  the  holders  of  the  false  certificates,  or  to  enable  it  to  retire 
them ;  but  nothing  is  disclosed  in  the  papers  which  satisfies 
me  that  it  is  either  proper  or  necessary  to  prevent  dealings 
in  the  genuine  slock  or  to  interfere  with  the  business  of  the 
corporation,  except  to  the  extent  I  have  mentioned. 

6.  Respecting  the  motions  to  attach  the  defendants,  I  have 
only  to  remark  that  I  do  not  think  that  any  breach  of  the  in- 
junction has  been  established  by  the  affidavits  submitted  to 
me,  calling  for  any  present  action. 

6.  I. shall  appoint  Hugh  Smith,  Esq.  (the  deputy  city 
Chamberlain),  receiver  of  the  proceeds  of  the  49,000  illegal 
shares,  requiring  from  him  a  bond  with  surety,  to  be  ap- 
proved in  $500,000,  and  directing  that  each  half  million  of 
dollars  which  shall  come  to  his  hands  as  such  receiver,  shall 
be  deposited  alternately  in  the  United  States  Trust  Company 
and  in  the  Union  Trust  Company. 

7.  The  costs  of  these  motions  will  be  costs  in  the  actions, 
'  and  abide  the  event  of  the  same. 

8.  An  order  in  accordance  with  these  views  and  contain- 
ing such  provisions  as  may  be  deemed  necessary  to  carry 
them  into  eflfect,  will  be  prepared  by  the  plaintiffs'  attorneys 
and  presented  to  me  for  settlement. 

Ordered  accordingly. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

O'Brien  agt.  The  Chicago,  Rock  Island  and  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company  and  others. 

MusoRAYE  agt.  Same. 

Gates  agt.  Same. 

Where  a  foreign  railroad  corporation  isane  new  and  additional  certificates  of  stock 
and  sell  the  same  in  the  market,  which  stock,  under  our  laws,  woald  be  consid- 
ered spurious,  and  the  certificates  thereof  Toid,  as  issued  uUm  viret^  and  the  sales 
of  which  this  court,  in  an  action  by  a  citizen  of  this  state  as  a  stockholder  of  said 
'  corporation,  would  restrain  by  injunction,  will  nevertheless  be  controlled  by  the 
laws  of  ^he  states  under  which  such  corporation  is  created ;  and  where  such  states 
by  their  laws  ratify  and  decide  sach  stock  to  be  legal  and  valid,  this  court  will 
refuse  to  interfere  by  injunction. 

New  York  Special  Termj  at  Chambers^  August^  1868. 

The  plaiDtifis  in  these  caases  sued  as  holders  of  the  orig- 
inal stock  of  the  Chicago,  Rock  Island  and  Pacific  Railroad 
Company,  a  corporation  formed  and  existing  under  the  laws 
of  Illinois  and  Iowa.  The  complaints  were  substantially 
like  those  in  the  previous  cases  of  Fisk  and  other  plaintifis, 
last  above  reported.  The  plaintiffs  now  moved  for  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  of  the  proceeds  of  the  49,000 
new  shares  of  stock  issued  and  sold  by  the  executive  com- 
mittee of  the  company.  The  defendants  also  moved  to 
dissolve  the  preliminary  injunctions  restraining  the  use  of 
such  proceeds.  It  appeared,  among  other  things,  that  the 
former  suits  had  been  discontinued ;  that  the  legislature  of 
Iowa  had  passed  an  act  fully  confirming  the  issue  of  the 
49,000  shares  of  stock  ;  and  that  the  supreme  court  of  Illi- 
nois, in  an  action  brought  by  the  attorney  general  of  Illinois 
against  the  company,  had  decreed  that  such  issue  was  legal 
and  valid;  and  also,  that  while  the  former  actions  were  sus- 
tained by  the  petition  of  a  majority  of  the  stockholders^  the 
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present  actions  were  opposed  by  a  large  majority^  about 
three-fourths  in  amount,  of  all  the  stockholders. 
All  the  nootions  were  heard  together. 

Mr.  WiNGATE,  E.  W.  Stoughton  and  L.  B.  Maesh, 

for  the  plaintiffs. 
Q.  Tracy  and  W.  Fdllerton,  for  the  defendants. 

Caedozo,  J.  If  these  cases  presented  only  similar  circum- 
stances to  those  which  existed  when  the  cases  of  Fisk,  Fan- 
shawe  and  others  (which  have  since  been  discontinued)  were 
decided;  of  course  I  should  make  the  same  disposition  of 
them  as  I  did  of  those  cases,  my  confidence  in  the  accuracy 
of  the  views  I  then  expressed  not  only  being  undiminished, 
but  being  sustained  by  the  unanimous  judgment  of  the  gen- 
eral term. 

The  corporation  defendant  here  is  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  states  of  Iowa  and  Illinois,  and  by  the  laws  of 
those  states  its  powers  must  be  tested.  The  former  state 
bad  ratified  the  action  of  the  defendant  when  the  other  cases 
came  before  me ;  and  now  a  decision  of  the  courts  of  Illi- 
nois, which  I  feel  bound  to  respect  as  an  authoritative  dispo- 
sition of  the  law  of  that  state,  is  cited,  showing  that  the 
acts  of  this  corporation,  though  they  would  not  be  within 
its  power  according  to  our  law,  are  so  according  to  the  law 
of  the  state  of  Illinois.  No  decision  of  that  state  bearing 
upon  the  point  existed  when  the  other  cases  were  argued. 
This  puts  the  present  applications  in  an  entirely  different 
position  from  that  which  the  previous  cases  occupied,  and 
necessitates  that  the  injunctions  should  be  dissolved  and  the 
motion  for  receiver  denied ;  a  conclusion  which  I  reach  the 
more  willingly  from  the  circumstance  that  a  large  propor- 
tion of  the  stockholders,  instead  of,  as  on  the  argument  of 
the  previous  cases,  asking  that  the  injunctions  be  continued 
and  a  receiver  appointed,  now  elect  to  ratify  the  acts  of  the 
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corporation  and  its  officers,  and  ask  that  the  injunctions  be 
dissolved. 

The  motion  for  receiver  must  be  denied  and  the  injunc- 
tions vacated,  without  costs,  and,  under  the  circumstances, 
the  plaintiffs  must  have  leave  to  discontinue  these  suits, 
v^ithout  costs,  if  they  desire. 

The  vacating  of  the  injunctions  will  render  any  action 
upon  the  petition  in  the  cases  of  Fisk,  &c.,  unnecessary. 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
James  K.  Hill  agt.  George  Place. 

It  18  no  defense  to  an  action  brought  on  a  promissory  note,  payable  at  a  partiealar 
place,  against  the  maker  thereof,  that  on  the  last  day  of  grace  sufficient  money  to 
pay  it  was  deposited  and  kept  on  deposit  at  that  place. 

Sach  deposit  is  available,  in  an  action  against  the  maker,  only  as  a  tender,  and  mast 
be  properly  pleaded  as  snch. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  an  action  brought  on  a  promissory  note 
payable  at  a  particular  place,  against  the  maker  thereof,  either  that  payment 
should  have  been  demanded  of  the  maker  personally,  or  at  the  designated  place, 
or  that  the  note  should  have  been  protested. 

Special  Tcmtj  Aprily  1868. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  minutes  of  the  judge  before 
whom  the  cause  was  tried,  made  at  the  term  at  which  the 
cause  was  tried. 

The  action  was  brought  on  a  promissory  note  made  by 
defendant,  payable  at  the  Hanover  National  Bank. 

The  defense  set  up  is  that  on  the  last  day  of  grace  there 
was  suiBcient  money  deposited  in  the  Hanover  National 
Bank  to  pay  the  note,  which  money  was  allowed  to  remain 
there,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  note,  lor  several  days. 

There  is  no  allegation  in  the  answer  to  the  effect  that 
defendant,  simultaneously  with  putting  in  the  answer, 
brought  the  money  into  court,  or  to  the  effect  that  the 
money  had  been  brought  into  court  prior  to  the  putting  of 
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the  answer.     In  point  of  fact,  the  money  has  never  been 
brought  into  court. 

On  the  last  day  of  grace,  between  10  and  11  o'clock  in 
the  morning,  the  note  was  presented  at  the  bank  for  pay- 
ment, and  payment  demanded,  which  was  refused.  Subse- 
quently to  this  demand,  the  money  to  pay  the  note  was 
deposited;  but  no  notice  of  this  fact  was  given  to  the  holder 
of  the  note,  nor  was  the  note  again  presented  for  payment 
at  the  close  of  banking  hours. 

There  was  proof  that  it  is  the  custom  to  present  notes  for 
payment  between  ten  and  three  o'clock,  but  that  the  maker 
has  until  three  o'clock  to  pay  the  note,  and  it  cannot  be  pro- 
tested until  after  three;  that,  according  to  the  custom,  it  is 
necessary,  if  a  note  on  a  presentment  made  prior  to  three 
o'clock  is  not  paid,  to  present  it  again  after  three  o'clock, 
before  it  can  be  protested. 

The  court  directed  a  verdict  for  plaintiff. 

Jones,  J.  The  deposit  in  a  bank  at  which  a  note  is  pay- 
able of  sufficient  money  to  pay  it  is  not  a  payment  of  it,  nor 
is  it  such  an  extinguishment  that  the  holder  cannot  there- 
after recover  from  the  maker,  in  an  action  brought,  the 
amount  due  on  the  note. 

Such  deposit  is  simply  a  tender  of  the  amount,  and  as 
such,  if  properly  pleaded  to  a  suit  thereafter  brought,  it  bars 
the  recovery  of  interest  subsequent  to  the  tender,  and  of  all 
costs  subsequent  to  the  payment  of  the  money  into  court, 
if  the  plaintiff  accepts  the  money;  if,  however,  the  plaintiff 
does  not  accept  the  money,  but  goes  to  trial  then,  if  defend- 
ant establishes  his  defense  of  tender,  such  defense  bars  the 
recovery  of  all  interest  subsequent  to  the  tender,  and  all 
costs,  and  entitles  the  defendant  to  costs.  But  this  is 
the  only  effect  of  a  plea  of  tender.  It  does  not  in  any 
event  bar  a  recovery  of  the  principal  amount  due,  with  inter- 
est to  the  day  of  tender.  {WolcoU  agt.  Van  Santvoordj  17 
J.  R.  246;   CaUweU  agt.  Cassidyj  8  Cow.  p.  271;    Grah. 
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Prac.  pp.  464  to  460;  BurriWs  FormSj  edition  May  4,  1840, 
p.  338.) 

Conceding,  then,  that  the  tender  in  this  case  was  suffi- 
ciently pleaded,  still  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  recover 
the  amount  of  the  note,  although  he  would  have  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  action. 

But  the  tender  is  not  sufficiently  pleaded.  There  is  no 
allegation  in  the  answer  that  the  money  then  was,  or  there- 
tofore had  been,  brought  into  court;  and  in  point  of  fact, 
the  money  never  has  been  brought  into  court. 

To  make  a  plea  of  tender  good  and  sufficient,  it  is  neces- 
sary not  only  that  the  money  should  be  actually  brought 
into  court,  but  that  the  answer  should  avow  that  fact.  {See 
cases  above  cited.)  > 

It  therefore  follows  that  neither  the  answer  nor  the  proof 
given  under  it  constituted  a  bar  to  plaintiff's  recovery  of  th^ 
debt,  of  the  interest  thereon,  and  of  the  tosts  of  suit. 

Defendant,  however,  suggests  that  plaintiff  cannot  recover 
unless  he  has  demanded  payment  at  the  place  at  which  the 
note  is  payable,  and  that  such  demand  must  be  made  after 
three  o'clock  on  the  last  day  of  grace. 

No  demand  whatever  is  necessary  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to 
maintain  his  action.  {WolcoU  agt.  Van  Santvoordy  17  J.  R 
246.) 

Consequently,  in  this  aspect  of  the  case,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  consider  the  effect  of  a  demand  between  ten  and  eleven  in 
the  morning,  not  followed  up  by  a  demand  after  three. 

If  the  tender  had  been  sufficiently  pleaded,  then  the  ques- 
tion might  arise,  whether  a  deposit  made  before  three  on  the 
last  day  of  grace,  but  after  a  demand  and  refusal  at  an  earlier 
period  of  the  day,  would  amount  to  a  tender. 

As  under  the  present  pleadings  it  is  unnecessary  to  pass 
on  that  point,  I  refrain  from  considering  or  intimating  an 
opinion  on  it. 

As  it  is  wholly  unnecessary,  in  any  case  whatever,  to  pro- 
test a  uote  for  non-payment  as  against  the  maker,  the  ques- 
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tions  as  to  whether  the  custom  proved  to  exist  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  that  a  note  payable  at  a  bank  on  a  certain  day 
cannot  be  protested  until  after  three  P.  M.  of  the  last  day  of 
grace,  can  be  allowed  to  have  any  effect  at  all,  and  if  it 
has  any  effect,  then  what  that  effect  is,  do  not  arise  for 
decision. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  must  be  denied,  with  $10  costs. 

On  appeal  from  this  decision,,  the  general  term  affirmed 
he  order,  for  the  reasons  assigned  in  above  opinion. 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

James  Fbeeland,  respondent  agt.  Geoboe  Van  Campen, 
appellant. 

Where  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  agreed  in  writing,  that  the  defendant  shoald 
receive,  tm  fall  paymmt,  of  a  note  which  the  plaintiff  had  given  to  the  defendant 
for  lumber,  and  which  had  not  then  become  due,  a  certain  draft,  which  was  then 
dae  to  the  plaintiff,  for  a  part  of  the  amount  of  the  note,  and  another  note  of  the 
plaintiff  payable  after  the  first  note  for  the  balance ;  the  defendant  became  liable 
to  take  np  and  pay  the  amount  of  the  first  note  which  he  had  negotinted. 

And  a  sabseqaent  arrangement  made  between  them,  after  the  first  note  and  draft 
had  become  dne,  that  for  the  present  the  plaintiff  shoald  take  care  of  so  mach  of 
the  first  note  as  equaled  the  amount  of  the  draft,  and  the  defendant  shoald  take 
care  of  the  balance,  did  not  change  in  any  respect  the  position  of  the  parties  oz^the 
liability  of  the  defendant  under  the  written  agreement 

March  Temiy  1864. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  general  term  of  the 
supreme  court. 

HooEBOOM,  J.  The  rights  of  the  parties  depend  upon  the 
true  construction  to  be  given  to  transactions  between  them 
at  three  different  dates. 

On  the  27th  of  February,  1854,  the  plaintiff  purchased  of 
the  defendant  lumber,  the  supposed  quantity  of  which  enti- 
tled the  latter  to  compensation  to  the  amount  of  82,660,  and 
for  this  amount  the  plaintiff  gave  to  the  defendant  his  uego- 
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tiable  note,  indorsed  by  one  Blackmore,  payable  at  the 
Leather  Manufacturers'  Bank  in  New  York,  on  the  Slst  day 
of  May,  1864.  This  note  was  shortly  thereafter  negotiated 
by  the  defendant  at  the  Steuben  County  Bank,  and  both 
parties  became  liable  upon  it.  Before  its  maturity,  and  on 
the  29th  day  of  May,  1854,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  ac- 
counted together  in  regard  to  the  lumber,  and  by  measure- 
ment ascertained  a  deficiency  in  the  quantity  which  entitled 
the  plaintiff  to  a  deduction  of  $677.95  from  the  purchase 
price ;  so  that  the  true  amount  for  which  he  was  liable  to 
the  defendant  on  account  of  the  lumber  was  $1,982.05,  in- 
stead of  $2,660.  Some  provision,  therefore,  was  to  be  made 
for  this;  especially  as  the  $2,660  note  would  mature  in  a  few 
days.  The  plaintiff  was  then  in  possession  of  a  good  and 
collectable  draft  drawn  by  Almy  &  Wilcox,  of  Cincinnatti,  on 
Duncan,  Sherman  &  Co.,  of  New  York,  payable  without 
grace  on  the  1st  day  of  June  then  next.  This  was  less  than 
his  just  indebtedness  to  the  defendant  by  the  sum  of  $384.90. 
The  plaintiff  thereupon  executed  and  delivered  to  the  defend 
ant  his  note  for  the  last  named  sum,  payable  on  the  1st  day 
of  August  thereafter,  at  the  Leather  Manufacturers'  Bank  in 
New  York,  and  also  indorsed  and  delivered  to  him  the  draft 
before  mentioned  in  fall  payment  of  the  note  of  $2,600. 
This  agreement  was  reduced  to  writing  at  the  time.  The 
legal  efiect  of  it  was,  I  think,  as  between  the  present  parties, 
to  make  the  defendant  and  not  the  plaintiff  liable  to  pay  the 
$2,660  note  at  the  Steuben  County  Bank.  The  plaintiff 
had  put  into  the  defendant's  hands  available  paper  to  pay  so 
much  of  that  note  as  he  was  equitably  bound  to  pay.  He 
had  in  effect  negotiated  or  sold  to  the  defendant  such  avail- 
able paper  in  full  payment  and  extinguishment  of  such  lia- 
bility. The  defendant  could  doubtless  have  realized  the  full 
amount  by  negotiating  it  at  the  Steuben  County  Bank.  If 
he  had  done  so  and  had  procured  the  discount  of  his  own 
paper  for  the  balance,  the  $2,660  note  would  have  been  paid, 
and  both  parties  would  then  have  remained  liable,  as  between 
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themselves,  for  precisely  ^liat  was  equitable  between  them. 
This  was  aoubtless  what  was  intended.  At  all  events,  for  a 
perfectly  valid  price  and  consideration,  to  wit :  the  plain- 
tiff's note  payable  at  a  future  day,  and  the  Cincinnati  draft, 
also  not  yet  matured,  the  plaintiff  paid  so  much  of  the  $2,660 
note  as  he  was,  as  between  the  parties,  bound  to  pay,  and 
these  were  received  in  payment  Such  is  the  language  of  the 
written  contract,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  alter  or 
qualify  its  effect.  The  legal  effect  of  the  transaction  was 
rot,  as  the  defendant's  counsel  supposes,  to  make  the  defend- 
ant the  mere  bailee  or  agent  of  the  plaintiff  to  negotiate  and 
collect  the  draft  and  small  note  and  apply  the  proceeds  to 
the  extinguishment  of  $2,660.  Even  if  such  was  the  trans- 
action, the  defendant  neglected  his  duty  in  not  promptly 
transmitting  the  draft  for  collection,  and  if  the  plaintiff  in 
any  way  subsequently  paid  of  this  amount  of  $2,660  more 
than  by  this  agreement  it  was  intended  he  should  pay,  it  is 
not  perceived  why  he  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  recover 
it  as  money  paid  for  and  on  account  of  the  defendant.  By 
reason  of  the  defendant's  negligence  in  forwarding  the  draft 
for  collection  it  was  not  seasonably  protested,  and  the  plain- 
tiff was  discharged  from  his  liability  as  indorser. 

On  the  10th  of  August,  1S54,  the  parties  made  a  further 
agreement  in  writing,  reciting  the  foregoing  facts,  and  that 
the  $2,660  note  and  the  $1,697.15  draft  were  still  unpaid, 
and  stipulating  that  for  the  present  the  plaintiff  should  take 
care  of  so  much  of  said  note  of  $2,660  as  equalled  the  amount 
of  the  draft,  and  that  the  defendant  should  take  care  of  the 
balance ;  but  without  in  any  respect  altering  existing,  or 
creating  new  or  different  liabilities  of  the  parties  to  each 
other  or  to  other  persons. 

After  this  explicit  statement  and  reservation  of  their  rights, 
I  do  not  see  how,  by  this  arrangement,  the  position  of  the 
parties  was  in  any  respect  changed.  The  plaintiff  must  by 
this  time  have  paid  his  $380.90  note,  for  it  had  just  previ- 
ously matured,  and  nothing  further  is  said  about  it.     He 
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was  also  legally  discharged  from  his  liability  on  the  draft 
because  it  had  not  been  duly  protested.  On  the  same  day 
he  performed  his  part  of  the  agreement  of  that  date  by  pay- 
ing $1,620.83  on  the  $2,660  note,  the  defendant  paying  the 
balance.  It  being  necessary  to  take  measures  to  collect  the 
draft,  the  defendant  placed  it  in  the  plaintiff's  hands  for  that 
purpose.  It  was  prosecuted  against  Duncan,  Sherman  & 
Co.,  by  the  advice  of  the  defendant,  and  in  his  name,  the  de- 
fendant giving  the  plaintiff  written  authority  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  authority  to  receive  and  control  the  proceeds  when 
collected.  The  suit  brought  against  Duncan,  Sherman  & 
Co.,  was  ultimately  and  on  the  26th  of  February,  1857,  com- 
promised, with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  defendant,  upon 
payment  of  the  principal  of  the  draft,  without  interest  or 
costs.  The  plaintiff's  costs  $60,  and  $8  for  exchange,  being 
deducted  by  the  attorneys  from  the  same.  The  balance 
$1,629.15,  was  put  into  the  plaintiflPs  hands  on  the  26th  day 
of  February,  1857.  The  difference  between  this  sum  and 
the  amount  paid  by  him  in  August,  1854,  with  interest 
thereon,  was  the  amount  which  the  plaintiff  recovered  on  the 
trial  with  exception  of  one  or  two  small  items  of  claim  and 
set-off  which  were  not  disputed. 

The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  this  amount.  The 
rights  of  the  parties  were  fixed  by  the  agreement  of  May 
29,  1854,  and  not  altered  by  the  agreement  of  August  10, 
following.  The  arrangement  for  taking  up  the  $2,660  note 
was  a  temporary  one,  and  the  amount  then  paid  by  the  plain- 
tiff wholly  in  excess  of  what  was  due  from  him.  The  debt 
was  the  debt  of  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  in  effect  his 
surety  on  the  note.  The  draft  was  subsequently  prosecuted 
for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant,  and  the  expenses  of  collec- 
tion lawfully  deducted  from  the  amount  with  which  the 
plaintiff  was  otherwise  chargeable.  By  giving  effect  to  this 
arrangement,  the  intentions  of  the  parties  will  be  carried  out, 
justice  done,  and  the  legal  rights  of  the  parties  preserved. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 
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Jeremiah  Curuis,  George  Newman  Curtis  and  Jeremiah 
WiNSLOW  Curtis  agt.  James  Bryan. 

An  iojnnction  will  issne  to  restrain  a  person  from  fraadnlentlj  nsing  tbe  trade  modi 
of  another  person,  or  from  imposing  his  goods  on  the  public  as  those  of  the  owner 
of  the  trade  mark. 

A  person  who  in  and  by  his  trade  mark  makes  representations  which  deceive  the 
public,  cannot  appeal  to  the  equitable  interposition  of  tbe  court  to  restrain  others 
from  using  each  deceptive  mark. 

A  false  statement  in  an  adtertitetnent  of  the  manufactured  article,  when  exposed  for 
■ale,  by  the  owner  of  the  trade  mark,  does  not,  however,  affect  the  trade  mark 
itself,  or  prove  it  to  be  false,  unless  the  deception  appears  in  the  trade  mark 
itself. 

A  person  who  has  fraudulently  imitated  the  trade  mark  of  another,  and  manufac- 
tured and  offered  for  sale  his  own  goods  as  those  of  the  owner  of  the  trade  mark, 
cannot  be  heard  to  raise  tbe  objection  that  the  goods  manufactured  by  the  owner 
of  the  trade  mark  are  injurious  to  health.    The  acts  of  the  party  conclude  him. 

General  Terrrtj  December j  1867. 
Present^  Daly,  P.  eT.,  Brady  and  Van  Vorst,  Judges. 
Appeal  from  an  order  denying  a  motion  to  dissolve  an 
injunction. 

Hatch  &  Hinsdale,  for  defendant 
John  Sherwood,  for  plaintiff. 

By  the  court,  Van  Vorst,  J.  Previous  to  the  year  1S44, 
Mrs.  Charlotte  N.  Winslow  prepared  a  composition  for  chil- 
dren teething,  which  she  used  with  success.  In  1S44  she 
gave  the  recipe  to  her  son-in-law,  Jeremiah  Curtis,  one  of 
the  plaintifls  in  this  action,  who  commenced  its  manufacture 
and  sale  under  the  name  of  ^'Mrs.  Winslow^s  Soothing 
Syrup,"  and,  with  the  approval  of  Mre.  Winslow,  made  that 
bis  trade  mark.  Afterwards  Jeremiah  Curtis  associated  with 
himself  in  business  Benjamin  A.  Perkins.  Curtis  and  Per- 
kins, from  and  after  the  year  1845,  prepared,  manufactured 
and  sold  the  preparation  under  the  same  name  and  trade 
mark.  Before  the  year  1852,  they  used  a^i^rapper  and  label 
Vol.  XXXVL  8 
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generally  resembling  that  now  in  use.  In  1852  they  invented 
a  wrapper  which  has  been  continued  from  that  time  to  the 
present. 

In  the  year  1855  Perkins  retired  from  the  co-partnership, 
and  George  Newman  Curtis  and  Jeremiah  W.  Curtis,  with 
the  plaintiff,  Jeremiah  Curtis,  became  the  proprietors  of  said 
article,title  and  name,  and  are  the  present  proprietors  of  the 
recipe  for  the  medicine  and  the  trade  mark. 

The  preparation  is  put  up  in  glass  bottles  about  five 
inches  in  length  and  one  inch  in  diameter,  with  the  words 
"Mrs.  Winslow's  Soothing  Syrup''  stamped  on  them.  Each 
bottle  has  on  it  a  label  in  English,  French,  German  and 
Spanish,  and  is  enclosed  in  a  wrapper  of  yellow  paper,  with 
the  government  proprietary  revenue  stamp  of  the  plaintiffs 
thereon.  Each  label  has  on  it  two  vignettes  and  the  words 
"Mrs.  Winslow's  Soothing  Syrup,  for  childreen  teething." 
The  plaintiffs  claim  that  this  preparation  is  made  of  pure 
materials  and  with  great  care.  They  have  made  efforts  dur- 
ing many  years  to  introduce  the  preparation  into  general 
use  in  the  United  States  and  foreign  countries.  They  have 
expended  in  such  efforts,  and  in  advertising,  eight  hundred 
thousand  dollars,  and  have  caused  it  to  be  generally  known 
by  its  distinctive  name.  Plaintiffs  claim  that  the  sale* of  the 
article  under  its  peculiar  name  and  title  have  at  all  times 
steadily  and  rapidly  increased,  so  that  they  sell  over  one 
million  and  a  half  bottles  annually,  and  their  annual  receipts 
exceed  $300,000.  The  preparation  is  well  and  favorably 
known  in  New  York,  and  is  purchased  at  wholesale  by 
druggists,  chemists  and  apothecaries.  It  appears  by  the  evi- 
dence that  the  medicine  has  given  satisfaction  and  has  the 
reputation  of  being  a  safe  and  valuable  preparation. 

The  defendant  in  this  action,  since  the  Ist  day  of  January, 
1867,  has  commenced  the  manufacture  of  a  preparation  in 
color  and  appearance  resembling  that  of  the  plaintiffs,  undei 
the  name  of  "  Winslow's  Soothing  Syrup,  for  children  teeth- 
ing."    Defendant's  mixture   is  put  up  in  glass  bottles  of 
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nearly  the  same  length  and  of  the  same  diameter  as  those 
used  by  plaintiffs,  with  the  words  "Mrs.  H.  M.  Winslow's 
Soothing  Syrup"  stamped  upon  them.  The  label  on  th« 
defendant's  bottle  is  of  the  same  size,  color  and  style  of 
printing  as  that  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  printing  on  the  labeJ 
is  in  the  English,  French,  German  and  Spanish  languages, 
and  is  in  the  same  words  as  those  on  the  plaintiffs'  label. 
The  bottle  of  the  defendant  is  enclosed  in  a  wrapper  of 
paper,  with  a  stamp  thereon,  having  the  general  appearance 
and  style  of  the  revenue  proprietary  government  stamp  of 
the  plaintiffs,  and  having  figures  resembling  plaintifls' 
engraved  thereon.  The  defendant  having  thus  prepared  his 
article,  has  introduced  same  for  sale  and  is  selling  same  under 
the  name  of  "Winslow's  Soothing  Syrup.'' 

Except  there  be  some  legal  justification  for  his  acts,  the 
defendant,  under  the  well  settled  principles,  as  clearly  and 
repeatedly  announced  by  courts  of  equity,  is  infringing  upon 
and  invading  the  plaintiffs'  rights.  A  trade  mark  is  property,  ] 
and  the  proprietor  thereof  should  be  fully  protected  in  its 
enjoyment,  and  in  all  the  benefits  and  advantages  which  it 
confers.  It  is  well  settled  by  the  determination  of  the 
courts  of  this  country,  and  the  English  law  is  the  same,  that 
a  person  may,  by  priority  of  appropriation  of  names,  letters, 
signs,  figures  or  symbols  of  any  kind  to  distinguish  his  man- 
ufacture, acquire  a  property  therein  as  a  trade  mark,  for 
the  invasion  of  which  an  action  will  lie,  and  in  the  exclusive 
use  of  which  he  may  have  protection  by  injunction.  {Amos- 
heag  Manufacturing  Company  agt.  Spear,  2  Sand.  Sup.  Gt. 
It.  599.) 

The  defendant  could  have  had  but  one  object  in  so  closely 
imitating  the  article  prepared  by  plaintiffs.  His  use  of  a 
bottle  similar  in  size  and  form,  his  use  of  the  labels  in  the 
different  languages  and  in  the  same  words,  the  adoption  of  a 
stamp  similar  to  that  used  by  plaintiffs,  and  his  selling  his 
article  under  the  name  of  ''Winslow"  or  "Mrs.  H.  M.  Wins- 
low's  Soothing    Syrup,"   all   clearly   demonstrate   that   he 
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designed  to  take  advantage  of  the  reputation  which  the 
plaintiflfs  had  by  large  expenditures  of  money  and  great  and 
persistent  efforts  established  for  their  article.  It  is  quite  evi- 
dent that  the  defendant  would  seek  to  avail  himself  of  and 
turn  to  his  own  account  the  labor  and  expense  which  the 
plaintiffs  have  borne  for  years  to  bring  their  article  into 
favorable  notice  and  general  use.  By  the  arts  he  used, 
defendant  would  have  the  public  believe  that  the  article  he 
was  selling  was  the  plaintiffs',  and  he  would  dispose  oi  it  as 
such. 

Courts  of  equity  do  not  regard  with  favor  such  practices, 
and  will  restrain  a  party  from  indulging  them.  The  direct 
consequences  of  the  defendant's  acts  is  to  deceive,  and  a. 
party  is  presumed  to  intend  the  consequences  of  his  acts. 
/  The  imitation  of  the  plaintiffs'  trade  mark  is  so  close,  and 
the  manner  in  which  defendants'  article  is  put  up  so  nearly 
resembles  the  plaintiffs'  article  and  mark,  that  the  law  must 
presume  it  to  have  been  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of 
inducing  the  public  to  believe  the  article  is  that  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, whose  trade  mark  is  imitated,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
supplanting  him  in  the  good  will  of  his  business.  {Taylor 
agt.  Carpenter y  2  Sand.  Ch.  22.  611,  612;  MiUington  agt. 
Fox,  3  Myl.  &  C.  338.) 

In  Amoskeag  Manufacturing  Co.  agt.  Spear,  the  court 
says:  ''An  injunction  ought  to  be  granted  whenever  the 
design  of  a  person  who  imitates  a  trade  mark,  his  design 
either  apparent  or  proved,  is  to  impose  his  own  goods  upon 
the  public  as  those  of  the  owners  of  the  mark,  and  the  imi- 
tation is  such  that  the  success  of  the  design  is  a  probable  or 
even  a  possible  consequence." 

But  the  case  is  relieved  of 'all  doubt  as  to  the  intention  of 
the  defendant  in  so  preparing,  putting  up,  marking  and  intro- 
ducing his  article.  The  proof  shows  clearly  that  defendant 
stated  at  the  time,  that  the  stamp  he  had  placed  on  his  bot- 
tle was  intended  to  imitate  the  government  stamp  upon  the 
plaintiffs'  article,  and  that  he  intended  to  procure  a  govern- 
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roent  stamp  like  the  one  used  by  the  plaintifis,  and  that  he 
also  expected  to  sell  his  article  on  the  demand  made  and  the 
advertising  done  for  **  Mrs.  Window's  Soothing  Syrup '^  by 
Jeremiah  Curtis  and  sons.  To  justify  the  use  by  him  of 
the  name  of  "Winslow,"  in  connection  with  the  article 
introduced  by  him,  the  defendant  claims  that  a  variety  of 
soothing  syrups  prior  to  1843  called  '^Winslow  Soothing 
Syrup  for  children,"  was  manufactured,  prepared,  and  sold 
by  John  M.  Winslow,  a  druggist  of  the  city  of  Rochester, 
and  that  printed  circulars  bearing  the  name  of  such  medicine 
was  extensively  circulated  through  the  northern  states. 
The  defendant  avers  in  his  answer  that  he  purchased  the 
formula  ot  his  remedy  from  John  M.  Winslow  on  the  20th 
of  March,  1867,  that  John  M.  Winslow  is  the  original  and 
first  manufacturer  of  a  similar  medicine  bearing  his  name  as 
originator.  That  as  early  as  1842  Winslow  invented,  and 
used  his  name  in  connection  with,  the  medicine. 

I  am  entirely  satisfied  that  this  claim  of  the  defendant, 
under  the  proofs  in  the  case,  is  wholly  unfounded,  and  is 
fraudulently  put  forth.  In  support  of  his  claim,  the  defend- 
ant distributed  a  circular  signed  by  John  M.  Winslow,  and 
purpor  ing  to  be  subscribed  by  the  mayor  and  city  attorney 
of  Rochester,  the  county  judge  and  district  attorney  of  Mon- 
roe county,  and  by  several  druggists  of  the  city  of  Rochester. 
In  this  circular,  Winslow  claims  that  he  first  put  up  the 
medicine,  not  in  1842,  but  in  1846,  for  his  retail  business, 
under  the  name  of  "Winslow's  Soothing  Syrup, '^  and  that 
he  published  circulars  in  reference  to  his  preparation  about 
that  time.  Now,  in  regard  to  this  circular,  the  affidavits  of 
the  mayor  of  the  city  of  Rochester,  of  the  county  judge,  and 
also  of  the  other  parties  who  are  claimed  to  have  signed  the 
paper,  have  been  procured.  They  severally  swear  that  they 
never  authorized  the  use  of  their  names  to  any  such  circular, 
and  that  such  use  is  a  fraud  and  imposition  upon  the  public. 
And  such  of  the  alleged  signers  who  are  druggists  also  swear 
that  the  use  of  their  names  to  such  circular  was  unauthor- 
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ized.  They  say  that  they  never  knew  or  heard,  and  do  not 
believe,  that  Winslow  ever  htd  or  sold  an  article  of  his  own, 
or  any  other  person's  preparation,  known  as  "Winslow's 
Soothing  Syrup,"  except  that  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  he 
did  sell  the  plaintiffs'  preparation,  and  no  other,  and  never 
pretended  to  have  any  other.  Joseph  Wrigley,  the  partner 
of  the  defendant,  also  swears  to  facts  which  show  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  defendant  to  have  bottles  of  the  same  size  as 
plaintiffTs',  and  that  he  was  disappointed  in  their  being  a 
little  longer,  although  the  contents  of  the  bottles  are  the 
same.  That  when  defendant  was  about  to  put  up  his  bottles 
in  packages  he  sent  for  a  package  of.  one  dozen  of  plaintiflTs' 
articles,  defendant  stating  that  he  wished  to  see  how  the 
bottles  of  plaintiffs  were  put  up  in  cases.  That  upon  said 
packages  being  produced,  defendant  said  that  for  the  first 
time  he  had  observed  the  government  stamp  on  the  top  of 
the  bottle  of  plaintiffs,  and  that  in  order  to  have  one 
resembling  it,  they  must  wait  until  they  could  have  one 
engraved ;  and  that  they  were  compelled  to  wait  two  weeks 
for  this  purpose.  Wrigley  further  swears  that  he  became 
satisfied  that  the  business  on  the  part  of  defendant  was  a 
fraudulent  attempt  to  imitate  the  article  of  plaintiffs,  and  to 
get  the  benefit  of  their  advertising  and  of  their  reputation. 
That  he  made  an  unsuccessful  effort  to  get  back  the  capital 
he  put  in,  and  left  the  business.  And  finally,  J.  M.  Winslow, 
himself,  swears  that  the  medicine  called  "  Winslow's  Sooth- 
ing Syrup,"  mentioned  in  the  circular,  is  an  imitation  of 
plaintiffTs'  article;  that  he  has  never  obtained  a  copyright  for 
it,  as  is  pretended  on  the  label ;  that  he  has  and  makes  no 
claim  to  any  medicine  called  "Winslow's  Soothing  Syrup," 
and  has  no  right  to  manufacture  or  sell  any  such  medicine. 
He  states  that  he  was  induced  to  enter  into  an  arrangement 
with  Bryan  &  Co.,  of  New  York,  for  the  manufacture  of  said 
article  by  defendant.  That  on  behalf  of  himself  and  wife 
(Mis.  II.  M-  Winslow)  he  repudiates  the  same  and  the  state- 
ments contained  in  the  circular.     Mi*s.  Harriet  M.  Winslow 
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also  repudiates  any  connection  with  the  defendant,  and  states 
that  she  has  no  right  or  interest  in  any  such  medicine,  and 
forbids  the  use  of  her  name  by  the  defendant.  The  case  thus 
presented,  while  it  clearly  establishes  the  priority  of  the 
plaintiffs'  right  to  the  use  of  the  trade  mark  in  question,  also 
discloses  the  steps  taken .  by  defendant  to  imitate  the  plain- 
tifis'  article,  and  the  measures  he  resorted  to  by  fraudulent 
efforts  to  injure  the  plaintiffs  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  legal 
rights,  and  to  deprive  them  of  the  fruits  of  their  enterprise 
and  capital. 

The  defendant  in  his  answer  sets  up  two  other  matters  of 
defense  to  the  plaintiffs'  action.  \ 

The  first,  that  the  ^^ advertisement^^  of  the  plaintiffs  in 
respect  to  their  medicines  is  false.  That  in  the  notices  i 
which  the  plaintiffs  have  given  in  the  public  prints  of  their 
compound,  they  have  made  statements  which  are  not  true. 
There  is  no  doubt  of  the  principle  that  if  a  person  in  and  by 
his  trade  mark  makes  representations  which  deceive  the  pub- 
lic, he  cannot  appeal  to  the  equitable  interposition  of  the 
courts  in  his  behalf. 

It  was  so  decided  in  Fetrich  agt.  WeUs  (13  How.  Pr.  R. 
385),  which  was  a  case  in  which  the  plamtiff  endeavored  to 
restrain  the  defendant  from  imitating  and  using  his  trade 
mark.  The  plaintiff  was  manufacturing  and  selling  an  arti- 
cle of  liquid  soap,  compounded  of  palm  oil,  pot  ash,  alcohol 
and  sugar,  highly  scented,  under  the  name  of  ''Balm  of  a 
Thousand  Flowers."  The  name  itself  contained  a  falsehood, 
and  was  used  to  deceive  the  public.  {Florell  agt.  Harrison^ 
19  Eng.  L.  and  Eq,  R.  15.  But  see  Holloway  agt.  HoUoway^ 
13  Bea.  213;  Stewart  agt.  Smithson^  1  Hilton,  119.)  But  in 
all  these  cases  the  fraud  appeared  in  the  trade  mark  itself.  I 
cannot  understand  how  the  right  of  a  plaintiff  to  be  pro- 
tected in  a  trade  mark  adopted  by  him,  if  it  contains  in 
itself  no  false  or  fraudulent  representation,  is  to  be  affected 
by  advertisements  of  his  article  in  the  newspapers.  The 
trade  mark  is  one  thing,  the  notices  or  commendations  of  his 
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medicineS;  when  the  inventor  offers  them  for  sale^  is  quite 
another.  If  the  trade  mark  contained  a  false  statement,  and 
the  advertisements  of  the  plaintiffs  tended  to  establish  it, 
they  might  be  used  for  that  purpose ;  and  except  as  it  bore 
on  that  question,  it  would  not  answer  to  determine  the  right 
of  a  plaintiff  to  protection  in  his  trade  mark  by  the  standard 
of  credit  allowed  to  an  advdrtisement  of  the  qualities  of  the 
article. 

The  advertisement  particularly  criticised  is  in  these  words: 
"Mrs.  Winslow,  an  experienced  nurse  and  female  physician, 
presents  to  the  attention  of  mothers  her  soothing  syrup.'' 
The  objection  is  that  the  advertisement  holds  out  the  idea 
that  Mrs.  Winslow  is  still  living,  and  herself  offers  the  medi- 
cine; whereas  the  truth  is  that  she  has  been  for  many  years 
dead.  And  furthermore,  the  defendant  denies  that. she  was 
in  her  lifetime  an  experienced  nurse  and  female  physician. 
Neither  of  these  statements,  whether  true  or  false,  affect  the 
/  trade  mark  one  way  or  the  other.  If  they  are  not  true,  they 
i  do  not  impeach  or  throw  any  discredit  upon  it.  But  with 
respect  to  the  advertisement  itself,  while  it  is  not  literally 
true  that  Mrs.  Winslow  presents  the  medicine  herself,  still 
the  fact  is  that  she  did  in  her  lifetime  prepare  the  formula 
for  the  preparation,  and  did  reduce  it  to  practical  use,  and 
did  transfer  the  same  to  her  son-in-law  Jeremiah  Curtis,  and 
did  acquiesce  in  and  adopt  the  use  by  him  of  her  name  in 
connection  with  the  mixture,  and  her  name  properly  indi- 
cates its  true  origin.  The  names  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  the 
present  proprietors  of  the  article,  are  plainly  prineed  on  each 
package,  which  clearly  avoids  all  appearance  of  deception. 

The  case  does  show  clearly  that  Mrs.  Winslow  was  an 
experienced  nurse;  that  she  was  skilled  in  the  cure  of  dis- 
eases of  women  and  children,  and  that  she  acted  in  and  con- 
ducted a  certain  class  of  cases  herself  as  a  female  physician. 
The  other  defense  interposed  by  the  defendant  is  that  the 
medicine  is  not  what  by  the  advertisement  it  purports  to  be; 
that  it  is  not  perfectly  safe  or  harmless,  but  on  the  other 
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hand,  it  contains  ingredients  which  are  injurious  and  baneful 
to  children. 

It  is  difficult  to  conceive  upon  what  principle  of  eqiiity 
this  defendant  should  be  heard  to  raise  this  objection.  His 
own  conduct  in  regard  to  the  subject  matter  is  an  unequivo- 
cal concession  to  the  goodness  and  value  of  the  plaintiffs' 
article.  He  interposes  this  objection  to  avoid  an  injunction 
which  restrains  him  from  imitating  the  plaintiffs'  article. 
After  the  plaintiffs'  preparation  had  been  in  use  for  nearly 
twenty-five  years,  its  sale  having  steadily  increased  during 
all  that  time,  the  defendant  appears  and  places  upon  the 
market  an  article  which,  by  the  practices  and  arts  to  which 
he  has  had  recourse,  he  would  have  the  public  purchase  as 
the  plaintifis'  article. 

If  the  article  was  not  a  good  one,  why  should  the  defend- 
ant imitate  it!  If  it  was  injurious  to  health,  it  is  not  rea- 
sonable to  suppose  that  a  prudent  man  would  venture  to 
introduce  a  similar  aiiicle  under  the  same  name  and  hope  to 
succeed. 

The  defendant  has  not  supported  his  charge  by  any  proof 
or  chemical  analysis  of  the  compound  by  any  expert.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  plaintiffs  say  that  the  composition  of 
their  article  is  a  valuable  secret,  which  they  possess  and 
intend  to  preserve.  They  deny  that  the  composition  of  the 
article  is  tnily  set  forth  by  the  defendant.  They  aver  that  it 
is  made  of  pure  materials  and  is  carefully  prepared.  Plain- 
tiffs have  also  produced  affidavits  of  thirty  druggists  and 
apothecaries  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  several  persons 
from  other  places,  who  have  been  engaged  in  the  sale  of 
plaintiffs'  medicines  for  many  years  past,  some  of  them  as 
long  as  fifteen  years,  and  they  concur  in  stating  that  the 
plaintiffs'  preparation  has  been  well  and  favorably  known  in 
the  drug  trade  during  all  the  time  in  which  they  have  been 
engaged  in  selling  it;  that  it  has  given  universal  satisfaction 
to  the  public,  and  has  a  very  high  reputation  as  a  safe  and 
and  valuable  medicine. 
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Experience  is  an  excellent  teacher,  and  the  fair  trial  of  an 
article  will  furnish  unerring  evicTence  of  its  worthlessness  or 
value.  It  is  obviously  true  that,  if  a  medicine  can  stand  the 
test  of  twenty  years  of  experimental  use,  and  grow  steadily 
and  constantly  in  favor,  its  properties  cannot  be  injurious. 
But  as  before  observed,  the  good  faith  of  this  defendant  in 
raising  the  objection  may  reasonably  be  questioned,  and  I 
am  satisfied  that  it  does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  make  it.  If 
a  man's  acts  are  any  indication  of  his  belief  on  any  subject, 
the  conduct  and  admissions  of  the  defendant  constitute  a 
complete  refutation  to  this  objection.  A  man's  faith  is 
shown  by  his  works. 

The  defendant  is  now  properly  restrained  from  using  or 
interfering  with  the  plaintiffs'  trade  mark.  The  order  of 
Judge  Brady,  denying  the  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction, 
from  which  this  appeal  is  taken,  is  afiSrmed,  with  costs. 


UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT. 
In  Re  Patrick  Purcell  and  H.  M.  Robinson. 

An  asBigneo  cannofc  make  ap  ont  ol  the  geneVal  fands  of  an  estate  any  differenoe 
between  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  propeity,  and  the  amoont 
stated  by  the  mortgage  to  be  dae  to  the  mortgaged  creditors. 

Before  John  Fitch,  Register. 

To  the  Hon.  Samuel  Blatchford,  Jtidge  Southern  Distrid 
New  York. 

This  cause  was  referred  to  me  as  register.  The  schedules 
showed  the  petitioners  to  have  been  hotel  keepers,  having 
quite  a  quantity  of  cheap  furniture,  dishes,  &c.,  &c.,  used  in 
the  restaurant  ot  the  hotel,  Veranda  Hotel,  No.  21  East  Hous- 
ton street  in  the  city  of  New  York. 

The  petitioners  upon  filing  their  petition  and  schedules, 
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abandoned  the  property.  I  at  once  put  a  watchman  in  pos- 
session of  the  property,  who  reported  to  me*  that,  owing  to 
the  bad  condition  of  the  fastenings  of  the  doors  and  windows, 
a  night  watchman  was  necessary.  I  found  upon  examina- 
tion of  the  premises  and  property  that  a  night  watchman 
was  also  necessary,  and  designated  one.  I  found  that  the 
sheriff  allowed  watchmen  five  dollars  per  day.  I  allowed 
but  two  dollars  and  a  half)  allowing  the  two  men  only  the 
pay  of  one. 

The  assignee  has  sold  the  effects  of  the  bankrupts,  receiv- 
ing therefor  $1,716.00 ;  the  property  sold  at  a  very  fair  rate 
and  brought  all  that  could  reasonably  be  expected,  the 
articles  being  of  an  inferior  kind.  The  expenses  of  execut- 
ing the  trust  are  no  more  than  was  absolutely  necessary ; 
there  were  four  servants  employed  by  the  bankaupts,  whose 
claims  are  preferred  by  the  bankrupt  act,  to  the  amount  of 
$50  each,  and  whose  wages  exceeded  that  sum  as  proved. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  landlord  who  owns  the  premises  in 
which  the  property  was  situated,  that  was  sold  by  the  as- 
signee, that  certain  articles  which  the  bankrupts  allege  to 
have  been  theirs,  were  in  fact  the  property  of  the  landlord. 

There  was  a  chattel  mortgage  upon  some  of  the  property 
of  the  bankrupts,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  $900  or  $1,000; 
by  agreement  the  mortgaged  property  was  sold  by  the 
assignee,  and  brought  the  sum  of  $783.09,  over  and  above 
its  share  of  the  expenses. 

I  certify  as  a  matter  of  law,  and  so  report,  that  the  as- 
signee should : 

First  Pay  out  of  the  funds  the  expenses  necessary  to  the 
execution  of  the  trust,  the  payment  of  the  wages  and  expenses 
of  the  watchmen,  and  the  fees  of  the  assignee  as  fixed  by 
law. 

Second.  To  pay  the  landlord  the  amount  due  him  for 
articles,  if  any,  sold  through  mistake,  belonging  to  him. 

Third,  To  pay  the  amount  on  the  chattel  mortgage  which 


44  I'^EIW  XOBK  PBACnCE  BEP0BT3. 
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the  artides  brought,  but  no  more^  after  deducting  the  propor- 
tionate ahare  of  the  expense  of  selling. 

Fourth,  To  pay  the  prefeired  creditors  in  proportion  to 
the  amount  due. 

Fifih.  Then  pay  the  remaining  creditors  who  have  proved 
their  claims  in  proportion  to  their  respective  amounts. 

The  articles  mortgaged  were  to  a  certain  extent  the  prop- 
erty of  the  petitioners;  if  there  had  been  payments  made  upon 
the  mortgage  so  as  to  have  reduced  the  same  to  a  small  sum^ 
and  the  property  so  mortgaged  been  worth  more  than  the 
amount  due  on  the  mortgage,  then  the  surplus  would  have 
been  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  assignee. 

The  articles  mortgaged,  were  assets  as  mentioned  in  the 
schedules ;  it  had  to  be  taken  possession  of  by  some  one,  as 
the  petitioners  abandoned  it.  The  register  placed  watchmen 
in  possession  of  the  articles  mortgaged  as  well  as  the  articles 
not  mortgaged,  the  assignee  continued  the  watchmen  until 
and  including  the  sale.  AU  the  care,  labor  and  attention 
that  was  required  to  take  charge  of  the  mortgaged  property, 
was  performed  and  given.  The  owner  of  the  mortgage  as- 
sented to  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  property  at  the  assignee's 
sale,  with  the  rest  of  the  property.  He,  the  owner  of  the 
mortgage  received  his  proportionate  share  of  the  benefit  of 
watching,  care  and  of  the  sale  at  auction ;  the  articles  brought 
a  fair  price,  he  was  relieved  from  all  personal  care  of  them 
and  should  shar^  the  expense  of  selling  and  taking  care  of 
them. 

The  owner  of  the  articles  so  mortgaged  had  the  benefit  of 
the  use  of  the  building  containing  the  articles  for  which  the 
estate  paid  rent. 

All  the  articles  contained  in  the  mortgage  were  sold  but 
did  not  bring  the  original  price,  but  sold  for  a  very  fair  price. 
The  claim  that  the  mortgagee  has  a  right  to  h^ve  the  assignee 
appropriate  the  money  received  from  the  sale  of  the  other 
articles  not  mortgaged  to  the  making  up  of  the  deficiency  as 
between  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage  and  the  amount 
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the  articles  brought  is  unjust  in  every  respect,  and  cannot 
be  maintained  upon  any  sound  principles  of  law  or  of  justice. 
Section  14  of  the  bankrupt  act  provides,  '^  that  no  mortgage 
of  any  vessel  or  'of  any  other  goods  or  chattels,  made  as 
security  for  any  debt  or  debts,  in  good  faith  and  for  present 
consideration  and  otherwise  valid,  and  duly  recorded  persu- 
ant  to  any  statute  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any  state,  shall 
be  invalidated  or  affected  hereby." 

It  cannot  for  a  moment  be  pretended  that  the  above  recited 
clause,  giviss  the  owner  of  the  chattel  mortgage  any  claim 
on  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt  other  than  the  amount  the 
articles  so  mortgaged  brought,  as  the  mortgagee  did  not 
elect  to  take  possession  of  the  mortgaged  property,  as  he 
could  by  law  have  done. 

By  the  act  the  assignee  did  not  acquire  any  title  to  the 
mortgaged  property  other  than  as  above  stated.  By  an  agree- 
ment with  the  owner  of  the  mortgage,  the  assignee  became 
his  agent  for  the  safe  keeping  and  sale  of  the  property.  He 
kept  it,  sold  it,  and  charges  it  with  a  fair  share  of  the  ex- 
penses, and  is  ready  to  pay  over  to  the  mortgagee  the  pro- 
ceeds less  the  proper  charges*  The  assignee  as  the  agent  of 
the  mortgagee  cannot  apply  the  funds  of  the  bankrupt's 
estate  to  the  payment  of  a  deficiency  on  the  mortgage. 

I  hold  the  assignee  cannot  take  moneys  of  the  estate  to 
pay  any  part  of  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgaged  property. 
He  can  only  take  the  money  it  brought  on  the  sale,  and  pay 
it  over  on  the  mortgage,  less  the  proportionate  share  of  the 
expenses,  the  owner  of  the  mortgage  having  agreed  with  the 
assignee  as  to  the  sale  and  elected  to  have  it  sold,  is  now 
estopped  and  cannot  disavow  the  act  of  the  assignee  who  be- 
came his  agent  for  that  purpose ;  the  property  did  not  bring 
the  face  of  the  mortgage,  nor  can  he  have  the  property  of  the 
other  creditors  taken  to  pay  his  debt.  The  law  of  estoppel 
prevents  his  doing  so.  The  owner  of  the  mortgage  could 
have  removed  his  property  and  re-possessed  himself  of  the 
same,  not  having  done  so,  but  agreeing  with  the  assignee, 
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who  was  also  his  agent,  to  have  it  sold  with  the  rest  of  the 
property,  at  the  same  time  and  place  with  the  rest,  he  is 
bound  by  the  act  of  the  assignee  and  his  agent,  must  take 
the  amount  the  articles  brought,  and  cannot  claim  any  pri- 
ority or  preference  in  payment  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
estate,  as  the  articles  sold  formed  no  part  of  the  estate  of  the 
petitioners,  the  petitioners  having  a  right  only  in  a  surplus, 
if  any.  None  arising,  no  title  accrued  to  them  or  the 
assignee. 

I  also  hold,  that  in  all  cases  where  there  are  any  preferred 
liens  as  contemplated  by  section  14,  the  holder  of  the  lien 
may  appoint  the  assignee  of  the  estate  his  agent,  to  act  for 
him  in  relation  to  the  preferred  liens,  the  laame  as  in  this 
case,  that  there  cannot  be  any  good  or  reasonable  objection 
to  such  a  practice,  and  in  many  cases  it  would  be  beneficial 
to  the  interest  of  the  creditors,  also  lessening  the  expenses. 

The  attorney  for  the  owner  of  the  chattel  mortgage  ob- 
jects to  the  ruling  of  the  register,  and  prays  the  same  may 
be  certified  to  his  honor  Judge  Blatchford,  for  his  decision. 
He  claims  that  the  assignee  should  pay  the  owner  of  the 
mortgage  the  full  amount  due  thereon,  and  that  to  do  so  he 
must  take  the  money  of  the  estate  to  make  up  the  deficiency 
as  between  the  sum  the  mortgaged  articles  brought  and  the 
sum  due  on  the  mortgage  which  in  its  operation  would  be 
simply  this : 

P.  &  R.  are  petitioners  in  bankruptcy,  and  have  property 
to  the  amount  of  $1,716.00;  one  creditor  has  a  chattel 
mortgage  upon  a  quantity  of  beds  and  bedding  which  are 
enumerated  in  the  schedules,  the  owner  of  the  mortgage  of 
$1,000,  appoints  the  assignee  of  the  estate  to  sell  the  articles 
so  mortgaged  at  the  assignee's  sale  of  the  bankrupt's  estate. 
The  articles  are  sold  and  bring  a  good  price,  but  not  the  face 
of  the  mortgage ;  the  other  articles  of  the  bankrupt's  estate 
are  also  sold  and  bring  a  fair  price,  the  owner  of  the  mort- 
gage elects  to  let  the  mortgaged  articles  be  sold  with  the 
rest,  by  this  means  he  claims  to  have  secured  a  prior  lien  on 


NEW  YOKE  PRACTICE  KEPOBTS.        47 

Fuller  agt  Brlerley. 

the  proceeds  of  the  articles  sold,  not  mortgaged,  sufficient  to 
make  up  the  deficiency.  For  such  a  proceeding  there  is 
neither  law  or  precedent,  and  never  should  be,  and  any  as- 
signee who  should  pay  out  any  of  the  funds  of  an  estate  in 
such  manner,  would  render  himself  personally  liable  for  the 
amount  thus  paid. 

I  hold,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  claim  to  the  surplus, 
or  a  portion  thereof,  to  make  up  the  deficiency,  cannot  be 
allowed. 

JOHN  FITCH,  reffistcr. 

Blatchford,  J.  I  understand  the  only  question  certified 
by  the  register  to  be,  whether  the  assignee  shall  ma*ke  up 
out  of  the  general  funds  of  the  estate  any  difference  between 
the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  property  and 
the  amount  stated  by  the  mortgage  to  be  due  to  the  mort- 
gaged creditor.  If  that  be  the  question  certified^  I  answer 
it  in  the  negative. 

The  clerk  will  certify  this  decision  to  the  register,  John 
Fitch,  Esq. 


ONEIDA  COUNTY  COURT. 
George  Fuller,  respondent  agt.  James  Brierley,  appellant. 

Thifl  court  will  not  try  the  tmth  or  falsity  of  pleadingrs  upon  affidavits ;  nor  that  they 
were  interposed  in  bad  faith,  if  tbey  appear  sufficient  npon  their  face. 

Under  the  law  of  1^62,  if  the  amount  litigated  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  exceeded 
the  sum  of  $50,  an  appeal  might  be  taken  and  a  new  trial  had  in  the  county  court, 
before  a  jury. 

Under  the  amendment,  in  1865,  of  the  law  of  186S,  where,  before  the  justice,  the 
pleadings  demand  judgment  for  an  amount  exceeding  $50,  a  new  trial  may  be  had 
in  the  county  court,  upon  appeal  thereto ;  and  that,  whether  the  defendant  appears 
upon  the  trial  before  the  justice  or  not. 

Therefore,  a  defendant,  without  any  merita,  can  insert  a  count  in  his  answer  claim- 
ing a  sum  against  the  plaintiff  exceeding  $50,  and  demanding  judgment  therefor, 
and  abandon  the  litigation  before  the  justice  for  any  cause  his  fancy  may  suggest, 
and«  if  judgment  goes  against  him,  appeal  to  the  county  court 
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Fuller  brought  an  actioa  in  a  justice's  court  against  the 
defendant  Brierley,for  a  balance  claimed  to^be  due  him  upon 
the  sale  and  delivery  of  a  quantity  of  wood.  The  defendant, 
answering,  put  in  a  general  denial,  with  five  Qther  counts, 
the  fifth  of  which  alleged  indebtedness  of  the  plaintiff  to 
defendant  in  the  sum  of  $65,  and  is  followed  by  a  demand 
for  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  that  amount.  The 
cause  was  tried  before  the  justice,  and  resulted  in  a  judgment 
against  the  defendant  for  $11.45  damages  and  costs;  from 
which  he  appeals  to  this  court  and  demands  a  new  trial 
therein.  On  the  trial  of' the  cause  before  the  justice,  the 
matter  set  up  in  the  fifth  count  of  defendant's  answer  was 
not  litigated;  the  defendant  claiming  an  entire  want  of  confi- 
dence in  the  impartiality  of  the  justice,  virtually  abandoned 
his  defense. 

The  plaintiff,  Fuller,  now  makes  a  motion,  founded  upon 
affidavits,  to  strike  out  tie  fifth  count  of  defendant's  answer, 
on  the  ground  that  the  same  is  false  in  fact,  and  interposed 
in  bad  faith,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  new  trial  in  this 
court,  in  the  event  of  dissatisfaction  with  the  result  of  the 
trial  in  the  court  below;  and  further  asking  for  an  order  of 
this  court  declaring  and  deciding  that  this  is  not  a  proper 
case  for  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court,  and  that  the  appeal 
therein  be  heard  by  argument  upon  the  justice's  return. 

Affidavits  were  read  on  both  sides. 

E.  J.  Richardson,  for  respondent, 
L.  H.  Babcock,  for  appellant. 

Joel  Willard,  County  Judge.  This  court  will  not  try 
the  truth  or  falsity  of  pleadings  upon  affidavits,  nor  that  they 
were  interposed  in  bad  faith,  if  they  appear  sufficient  upon 
their  face. 

The  decision  of  this  motion,  then,  rests  mainly  upon  the 
construction  to  be  put  upon  the  statute  providing  for  new 
trials  in  the  county  court,  on  an  appeal  from  a  justice's  court. 
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Prior  to  1862,  the  only  method  of  reviewing  a  judgment 
rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  was  by  appeal  to  the 
county  court,  and  such  appeal  was  heard  and  decided  upon 
the  original  papers  and  proceedings  before  the  justice. 
No  such  thing  as  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court  then 
existed. 

In  1862  the  legislature,  by  an  amendment  to  the  Code  of 
Procedure,  provided  for  new  trials  before  a  jury  in  the 
county  court,  in  all  cases  where  the  amount  litigated  in  the 
court  below  should  exceed  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars.    . 

It  is  contended  that  the  amount  litigated  before  the  justice 
still  has  a  controlling  influence  over  the  right  of  a  party  to  a 
new  trial. 

Under  the  provision  of  the  law  of  1862,  it  often  became 
necessary  for  the  appellate  court  first  to  determine  the 
amount  litigated,  in  order  to  settle  whether  it  was  a  case  for 
a  new  trial  or  for  argument  only.  To  obviate  this  difficulty^ 
an  amendment  was  passed  in  1865,  providing  that  where 
either  party  should  in  his  pleadings  demand  judgment  for  an 
amount  exceeding  fifty  dollars,  a  new  trial  might  be  had  in 
the  county  court,  upon  appeal  thereto ;  and  that,  whether ' 
the  defendant  appeared  upon  the  trial  before  the  justice  or 
not. 

From  this  it  is  evident  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  to  limit  the  right  of  a  party  to  demand  and  have 
a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court  to  cases  where  the  amount 
litigated  exceeded  fifty  dollars,  but  that  the  same  accrued  as 
a  matter  of  right  upon  the  simple  demand  in  his  pleadings 
by  either  party  of  a  judgment  exceeding  that  amount. 

Whether  or  not  this  amendment  was  wise,  it  is  hardly 
competent  here  to  inquire;  although  it  can  easily  be  con- 
ceived where  the  same  may  work  injustice  to  parties  liti- 
gating, and  also  impose  upon  the  appellate  court  the  burden 
of  a  new  trial  in  many  cases  where  the  same  should  not  be 
had,  as,  for  instance,  in  a  case  where  the  plaintifi  or  defend- 
ant demanded  judgment  upon  a  fictitious  or  false  claim,  for 
You  XXXTL  4 
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the  express  purpose  of  obtaiuing  a  new  trial  in  the  event  of 
his  defeat  in  the  court  below.* 

That  clause  of  the  law  (^  360  Code)  providing  for  the 
manner  and  form  of  return  by  the  justice,  in  cases  for  new 
trials,  does  not  in  any  way  control  the  right  of  the  parties  to 
a  new  trial.  It  is  necessary  that  the  justice  make  a  return 
to  the  appellate  court,  in  order  that  .jurisdiction  may  be 
acquired  over  the  persons  and  subject  matter  in  controversy; 
and  it  was  competent  that  the  legislature  should  determine 
the  form  and  substance  of  such  return,  without  in  any  way 
affecting  the  right  of  the  party  to  appeal  for  a  new  trial,  pro- 
vided he  had  complied  with  the  law  on  his  part. 

The  intent  of  the  law  maker  is  to  be  gathered  from  the 
apparent  change  he  makes  in  the  law,  as  also  from  the  relief 
'sought. 

In  this  instance,  the  relief  sought  seems  to  have  been  to 
obviate  the  necessity  of  the  appellate  court  to  determine  the 
amount  litigated,  and  to  found  the  right  tb  a  new  trial  upon 
the  express  wording  of  the  pleadings. 

It  is  urged  that  a  party  may  under  such  circumstances 
easily  impose  upon  the  appellate  court;  may  perpetrate  a 
fraud  upon  it,  for  the  express  and  only  purpose  of  obtaining 
a  new  trial  therein,  in  case  of  dissatisfaction  at  the  result  of 
the  trial  before  the  justice.     This  proposition  is  no  doubt 
true,  and  its  practice  will  by  unscrupulous  parties  and  prac- 
titioners be  in  a  measure  resorted  to.     It  is  also  urged  that 
the  appellate  court  has  the  power  to  protect  itself  against 
fraudulent  or  overreaching  practice  before  it.     This  will  also 
be  conceded  in  ordinary  cases;  but  I  apprehend  that  this  no* 
any  other  court  would  be  justified  in  contravening  or  nulli 
fying  a  positive  statute,  with  a  view  to  prevent  a  possible  o 
even  a  probable  breach  of  good  faith  on  the  part  of  attorney 
who  practice  in  such  court.     The  only  remedy  suggestini 
itself  for  such  a  state  of  things  is  an  appeal  to  the  la\ 
making  power. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  is  a  case 
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where  the  law  providing  for  new  trials  in  the  county  court, 
upon  an  appeal  from  a  justice's  judgment,  has  been  substan- 
tially complied  with^  and  that  the  motion  of  respondent  be 
denied  with  five  dollars  costs,  and  that  a  new  trial  be  had  in 
the  county  court. 
Ordered  accordingly. 


U.  S.  DISTRICT  COURT. 
In  re  JuLros  L.  Adams. 

A  creditor,  to  obtain  an  order  according  to  Form  No.  45.  for  the  examination  of  the 
banlcnipt,  nnder  section  26  of  the  act,  mnet  apply  for  enoh  order  by  petition  er 
affidavit,  and  show  good  cause  for  granting  the  sama 

Southern  District  of  Sew  York. 

In  the  course  of  the  proceeding  in  this  cause  before  me,  at 
the  chambers  ot  this  court,  the  following  question  arose  in 
relation  to  the  way  and  manner  in  which  application  should 
be  made  for  an  order  requiring  the  bankrupt  to  appear 
before  this  court^  under  section  26  of  the  bankrupt  act. 
The  question  is  pertinant  to  the  proceedings^  and  its  decision 
will  settle  the  practice  in  this  and  other  judicial  districts. 

The  petitioner  has  been  duly  adjudicated  a  bankrupt. 
Henry  N.  Morgan^  of  the  late  firm  of  Shook  &  Morgan,  has 
duly  proved  his  claim  against  the  estate.  T.  D.  &  G.  R. 
Pelton,  as  attorneys  for  Henry  N.  Morgan,  apply,  under  sec- 
tion 26  of  the  bankrupt  act,  verbally,  for  an  order  compelling 
the  attendance  of  the  bankrupt  at  the  chambers  of  this  court 
before  me,  and  also  for  the  usual  subpoena  requiring  the 
petitioner  to  appear  at  the  same  time  and  place,  to  be  exam- 
ined as  a  witness  in  these  proceedings,  under  section  26, of 
the  bankrupt  act.  The  creditor,  having  duly  proven  bifl 
claim,  has  a  standing  in  court,  and  both  the  order  and  sub- 
poena, when  applied  for  in  due  form,  should  be  granted,  upon 
proper  cause  shown. 
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This  proceeding  in  bankruptcy  is  a  suit  in  the  district 
court  of  the  United  States,  and  must  be  governed  by  the 
rules  and  practice  of  the  United  States  and  state  courts,  by 
the  bankrupt  law,  the  general  orders,  and  the  rules,  orders 
and  regulations  in  bankruptcy. 

Since  the  act  of  congress  July  16,  1862,  it  is  generally  the 
practice  of  the  United  States  circuit  and  district  courts  to 
follow  the  rules  ot  the  respective  state  courts  in  regard  to 
form  and  manner  of  practice,  as  well  as  all  questions  of  evi- 
dence and  examination  of  witnesses.  There  is  much  diversity 
of  opinion  among  the  registers,  as  well  as  the  legal  profes- 
sion, as  to  the  way  and  manner  of  applying  for  an  order  and 
subpoena  for  the  examination  of  the  bankrupt.  Some  claim 
that  a  mere  verbal  request  to  the  register  is  a  full  compliance 
with  section  26  of  the  bankrupt  act ;  others  say  that  a  peti- 
tion duly  verified  is  sufficient;  while  the  more  experienced 
lawyers,  those  most  familiar  with  the  practice  in  the  United 
States  courts  and  the  late  court  of  chancery  of  this  state,  are 
of  the  opinio!  that  the  application  should  be  in  the  nature 
of  a  motion,  founded  upon  an  affidavit  giving  some  good  and 
sufficient  reason  why  the  order  should  be  granted  and  sub- 
pcena  issued,  settinff  forth  grounds  for  the  application  similar 
to  those  set  forth  in  the  petition  and  affidavits  in  special  pro- 
ceedings under  the  statutes  of  this  state,  and  that  such  an 
application  is  properly  termed  "an  ex  parte  motion  for  an 
order." 

After  a  fuU  and  careful  examination  of  the  practice  of  the 
courts,  and  in  similar  statutory  proceedings  in  this  state,  the 
United  States  and  in  England,  I  fully  concur  with  the  latter 
view,  and  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  verbal  application  of 
the  creditor,  unsupported  by  either  a  duly  verified  petition 
or  affidavit  showing  sufficient  cause  for  the  granting  of  the 
order,  is  insufficient,  and  does  not  entitle  the  creditor  to 
the  order  asked  for. 

The  counsel  for  the  creditor  then  asked  to  have  the  ques- 
tion certified  to  your  honor,  which  I  herewith  set  forth,  and 
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the  reasons  and  authorities  upon  which  I  have  fonned  my 
opinion  are  most  respectfully  submitted  to  your  honor. 

The  theory  of  the  law  is  that  when  the  petitioner  files  his 
petition,  &c.y  he,  by  the  operation  of  the  law,  surrenders  into 
court  his  effects,  and  also  virtually  his  person,  thereby  giv- 
ing the  court  jurisdiction  of  both.  It  is  absolutely  necessary 
to  the  proper  administration  of  the  bankrupt  law  that  the 
court  should  have  the  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  peti- 
tioner. So  far  as  is  necessary  to  the  proper  administration 
of  the  law,  such  jurisdiction  is  merely  nominal.  As  soon  as 
an  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  is  had,  the  bankrupt  is  at  lib- 
erty to  commence  business  on  his  own  account,  and,  if  he 
afterwards  obtains  his  discharge,  all  his  earnings  or  profits 
since  such  adjudication  are  his.  No  restraint  whatever  is 
placed  on  the  bankrupt;  but  until  he  is  discharged,  he  is  at 
all  times  subject  to  the  order  of  the  court. 

Upon  the  proper  application  of  a  creditor  who  has  proved 
his  claim,  a  chamber  order  is  issued,  requiring  the  bankrupt 
to  appear  on  a  certain  day;  also  a  subpoena  requiring  the 
bankrupt  to  appear  and  to  be  examined  as  a  witness.  Both 
of  these  "process"  are  issued  by  the  court,  signed  by  its 
clerk,  under  the  seal  thereof. 

Various  enactments  have  from  time  to  time  been  passed  in 
this  state,  in  relation  of  parties  in  actions  and  special  pro- 
ceedings as  witnesses.  In  1818,  an  act  was  passed  author- 
izing the  examination  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  witness,  &c.  In 
1S20,  an  act  was  passed  making  plaintiffs  competent  as  wit- 
nesses, &c.  In  1835  an  act  was  passed  whereby  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  examine  the  defendant  as  a  witness,  and 
the  defendant  was  also  entitled  to  the  testimony  of  a 
co-defendant  as  a  witness.  In  1847  an  act  was  passed 
authorizing  parties  in  civil  suits,  at  their  election,  to  obtain 
the  testimony  of-  the  adverse  party.  {Chapter  462,  p.  630, 
Latcs  of  184:7.)  Sections  1  and  3  of  said  act  are  as  follows: 
"Any  party  in  any  civil  suit  or  proceeding,  either  in  law  or 
equity,  had  before  any  court  or  officer,  may  require  any 
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adverse  party,  whether  complainant,  plaintiff,  petitioner  o*- 
defendant,  or  any  one  of  said  adverse  party,  any  and  every 
person  who  is  beneficially  interested  in  said  suit  and  pro- 
ceedings, though  not  nominally  a  party,  to  give  testimony 
under  oath  in  such  suit  or  proceeding;  and  such  adverse 
party  may  be  examined  orally,  or  under  a  commission,  in  the 
same  manner  as  persons  not  parties  to  such  suit  or  proceed- 
ing, and  who  are  competent  witnesses  therein;  and  such 
parties  may  be  subpoenaed,  and  his  attendance  as  a  witness 
compelled,  or  he  may  be  examined  by  a  commission,  or  con- 
ditionally, or  his  testimony  perpetuated  in  the  same  manner 
as  any  competent  witness.'^ 

Section  3.  "Any  party  in  any  suit  or  proceeding  as  afore- 
said shall  be  required,  to  entitle  him  to  examine  the  adverse 
party  as  a  witness  in  any  such  suit  or  proceeding,  to  summoii 
such  adverse  party  to  attend  the  trial  or  hearing  in  such  suit 
or  proceeding,  to  give  testimony  therein,  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  attendance  of  witnesses  in  ordinary  cases.'' 

In  1849  the  Code  of  Procedure  was  enacted.  By  section 
292,  a  judgment  debtor  could  be  examined  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  any  other  witness,  by  that  act. 

Section  27  of  the  insolvent  laws  of  this  state,  commonly 
called  the  "Two-third  act,''  provides,  "that  the  insolvent 
may  be  examined  on  oath,  at  the  instance  of  any  creditor, 
touching  his  estate  or  debts,  or  any  matter  stated  in  his 
schedule.'* 

Section  26  of  the  bankrupt  act  is  as  follows:  "The  court 
may,  on  the  application  of  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  or  of 
any  creditor,  or  without  any  application,  at  all  times  require 
the  bankrupt,  upon  reasonable  notice^  to  attend  and  submit 
to  an  examination,  on  oath,  upon  all  matters  relating  to  the 
disposal  or  condition  of  his  property,  to  his  trade  and  deal- 
ings with  others,  and  his  accounts  concerning  the  same,  to 
all  debts  due  to  or  claimed  from  him,  and  to  all  other  mat- 
ters concerning  his  property  and  estate,  and  the  due  settle- 
xnent  thereof,. according  to  law." 
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It  is  plain  to  be  seen  that  section  26  of  the  bankrupt  law 
was  compiled  from  the  legislative  enactments  of  this  state  of 
1818,  1820,  1835,  1847;  from  section  27  of  the  insolvent 
laws;  from  section  292  and  other  sections  of  the  Code;  from 
section  4  of  the  act  of  congress  of  1841 ;  Mass,  General  Stai- 
utesj  ch.  188,  §  66,  and  of  12,  13  Victoria,  ch.  106,  §  17. 
Consequently  the  same  rules  as  to  the  bringing  of  the  parties 
to  an  action  or  proceeding  into  court,  in  order  to  procure  his 
or  their  testimony,  which  has  heretofore  been  adopted, 
should  now  be  followed  by  this  court,  in  order  to  bring  the 
bankrupt  before  it  for  his  examination  as  a  witness,  at  the 
instance  of  a  creditor. 

The  words  of  section  26  of  the  act  are  as  follows:  "The 
court  may,"  &c.  (not  must),  leaving  the  granting  or  refusing 
of  the  order  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court  (11  Cushing, 
341.)  Such  discretion  should  be  carefully  exercised.  The 
granting  of  such  orders  is  not  by  any  means  "a  matter  of 
course,"  but  only  to  be  done  in  a  proper  case,  "on  applica- 
tion of  a  creditor  who  has  proved  his  or  a  claim,"  and  when 
any  good  cause  is  shown  why  such  order  should  be  granted. 
Cause  should  be  shown  in  the  same  manner  as  would  be 
required  upon  the  granting  of  any  chamber  order  in  any 
judicial  proceedings  in  court. 

I  hold  that  such  an  order  should  be  granted^  upon  the 
creditor  showing  any  of  the  facts  set  forth  in  section  26  of 
the  act. 

The  application  of  the  creditor,  under  section  26  of  the 
bankrupt  act,  for  an  order  requiring  the  bankrupt  to  attend 
and  submit  to  an  examination  under  oath,  upon  all  matters, 
&c.,  is  analogous  and  similar  to  the  proceedings  authorized 
by  section  22  of  the  act  of  voluntary  assignments,  known  as 
the  two-third  act,  and  other  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York  j 
also  similar  to  the  proceedings  allowed  by  sections  292,  388, 
369,  390  and  including  397.  By  this  proceeding,  the  cred- 
itor seeks  to  obtain  facts  sufficient,  by  the  examination  of  the 
bankrupt,  to  enable  him  (the  creditor)  to  prepare  the  speci- 
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cation^  as  authorized  by  section  44  of  the  bankrupt  act^  to 
oppose  the  petitioner's  discharge  in  bankruptcy,  and  also  to 
discover  property  and  effects  of^  the  petitioner,  which  the 
petitioner  owns,  but  which  he  has  not  set  forth  in  his  sched- 
ules of  assets  attached  to  his  petition.  The  register  has  juris- 
diction of  the  cause  and  also  of  the  person  of  the  bankrupt, 
and  has  the  authority  to  grant  the  order  in  this  case,  the 
same  as  the  district  judge  would  have;  and  in  granting  the 
order,  must  be  governed  by  the  rules  and  practice  of  this 
court,  and  by  the  practice  of  the  courts  of  record  of  this 
state.  In  granting  these  orders,  an  apparent  necessity  for 
the  examination  of  the  bankrupt  should  be  shown  (2  Stories 
Eq.  Jur.  s.  1497,  9,  p.  962;  1  Barb.  484;  18  Wend.  529), 
similar  to  the  practice  under  section  292  of  the  Code.  The 
creditor  applying  should  set  forth  in  his  petition  venfied,  or 
affidavit,  some  particulars  of  the  discovery  he  seeks  to  make, 
or  some  fact  he  thinks  he  can  establish,  in  order  that  the 
court  may  judge  whether  there  is  any  probable  cause  for 
granting  the  order.  (8  Howard^  92.)  Section  26  of  the 
bankrupt  law  gives  the  right  to  any  creditor  who  has  proved 
his  claim  to  have  an  order  for  an  examination  ot  the  bank- 
rupt. This  order  is  designed  to  accomplish  all  the  purposes 
of  a  bill  of  discovery,  including  the  examination  of  the  bank- 
rupt himself,  and  should  in  a  proper  case  be  allowed  by  the 
court.  {Vol.  1  of  MoneWs  Practice,  p.  515;  3  How.  303;  4 
How.  60,  190;  Pollock  on  Power  of  Courts^  14,  22  and  46; 
2  Sandf.  622,  also  664.) 

The  right,  upon  a  proper  cause  shown,  in  granting  such- 
orders,  is  given  by  section  26  of  the  bankrupt  act,  and  is 
also  in  the  inherent  powers  of  the  court,  to  exercise  an 
equiiable  jurisdiction  over  its  suitors,  as  well  as  well  as  the 
subject  matter  of  the  action,  in  proceedings  before  it.  (18 
Wend.  652;  1  Denio,  659;  11  Johnson,  254;  1  Grah.  Prac. 
3d  ed.  671  to  675.) 

Such  an  order  is  not  an  "intermediate  order,''  it  is  a  "pro- 
ceeding in  the  cause;"  neither  can  it  be  reviewed  on  appeal 
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from  the  district  to  the  circuit  court.  The  granting  of  the 
order  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  gives  summary 
control  over  the  bankrupt.  (1  Comst  43;  3  Comst,  344; 
16  Wend.  369.) 

The  order  becomes  an  imperative  mandate,  and  must  be 
obeyed,  unless  set  aside  on  motion,  or  stayed  by  order  of  the 
court.     Disobedience  to  such  an  order  is  a  contempt  of  the 
court,  ^^and  for  neglect  or  refusal  to  obey  such  order  the 
court  may  issue  a  warrant,  directed  to  the  marshal,  com- 
manding him  to  arrest  the  person  disobeying  such  order  and 
bring  him  forthwith  before  the  court."    Such  bankrupt  may 
then  be  committed  and  punished  as  for  a  contempt  of  court. 
The  commitment  and  punishment  are  in  the  nature  of  crim- 
inal proceedings  {Taylor  an  Bankruptcy,  p.  80);  and  when 
a  court  commits  a  party  for  contempt,  their  adjudication 
upon  the  matter  is  a  conviction,  operates  the  same  as  and  is 
in  effect  a  judgment,  and  the  warrant  for  their  commitment 
becomes  by  operation  of  law  an  execution.     The  command 
contained  in  the  warrant  the  marshal  must  execute.     With 
the  execution  of  the  warrant  for  commitment,  the  power  of 
the  court  ceases;  it  has  become  an  offense  against  the  United 
States.     The  President  alone  can,  by  article  2,  section  2, 
subdivision  1,  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  par- 
don or  reprieve  the  person  convicted  of  the  contempt.     {See 
opinion  of  Blatchford,  e/".,  in  the  case  of  Goodyear  Adams 
agt.  Mullerj  District  Courty  Southern  District  of  New  York; 
(dsOj  7  Wlieatpp.  38,  43;  also  opinions  of  Attorney  General^ 
vol.  3,  p.  622.) 

I  consider  it  absolutely  necessary  that  the  rules  and  prac- 
tice of  this  court,  in  regard  to  the  manner  of  issuing  orders 
for  the  examination  of  bankrupts  and  witnesses  therein, 
should  be  clearly  set  forth ;  and  in  order  to  do  so,  I  have 
carefully  examined  the  bankruptcy  act,  the  general  orders, 
and  the  rules  and  orders  and  general  regulations  in  bank- 
ruptcy, the  rules  and  practice  of  this  court  upon  the  grant- 
ing of  any  chamber  order  in  any  judicial  proceedings;  also, 
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the  practice  of  the  state  courts  in  special  proceedings  and 
in  special  cases,  such  as  habeas  corpus^  certiorari^  mandamus 
and  prohibition^  in  proceedings  as  for  contempt,  to  enforce 
civil  remedies,  and  also  in  other  proceedings  commenced  by 
the  issuing  of  either  a  writ,  warrant,  order  or  process  of  the 
court,  which  by  law  are  required  to  be  issued,  and  find  that 
they  now  and  for  years  have  been  founded  upon  "papers,^ 
such  as  a  petition  or  complaint  duly  verified,  or  upon 
lUBdavit. 

If  an  order  or  process  of  the  court  is  founded  upon  a  com- 
plaint, petition  or  affidavit,  such  complaint,  petition  or  affi- 
davit i^ould  be  duly  verified,  as  an  order  or  proceeding  in  a 
cause  founded  upon  an  affidavit,  petition  or  complaint,  not 
verified,  would  be  void,  and  may  be  treated  as  a  nullity.  (2 
Sandf.  268.  See  the  forms  of  petitions  and  affidavits  in  the 
courts  of  England  and  in  the  United'  States;  Gray's  N.  Y. 
Practicey  special  pleadings^  pp.  106,  518;  Bouvier^s  Law  Die- 
tionarg,  vol  2,  p.  260;  BurrilVs  Practice,  vol  1,  p.  45,  and 
Appendix,  p.  453;  3  Cairns,  p,  128,  190;  3  Johnson^  p,  540; 
3  Wend.  p.  310;  24  Barb.  p.  649;  2  Sandf.p.  648;  2  R.  S. 
569,  §  25.) 

The  direction  or  requirement  by  the  court,  that  the  peti- 
tioner "do  attend  and  be  examined/'  &c.,  is  "an  order''  by 
the  law  of  the  state  of  New  York.  {Code,  §  401.)  By  the 
uniform  practice  of  all  the  courts  in  this  state,  such  "ea: 
jparfe  applications"  or  "non-enumerated  motions"  are  only 
granted  upon  duly  verified  affidavits  or  petitions,  which  affi- 
davits or  petitions,  as  well  as  the  order,  become  part  of  the 
proceedings  in  the  cause,  and  are  usually  served  wnth  the 
order.  It  is  the  practice  of  the  United  States  district  courts 
to  follow  the  rules  of  the  state  courts,  when  there  is  no  rule 
of  the  district  court  upon  the  subject.  The  same  proceed- 
ceedings  should  be  had  as  are  now  authorized  in  the  courts 
in  respect  to  the  manner  of  compelling  the  attendance  of 
witnesses  on  an  examination  before  an  examiner  or  commis- 
sioner of  any  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  or  before  a 
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judge  at  chambers  of  a  wituess  de  bene  esse,  or  upon  the 
examination  of  a  debtor  under  the  state  law  in  supplement* 
tary  proceedings,  under  Code,  section  292. 

To  obtain  an  order  for  the  examination  in  any  of  the  case» 
above  cited,  on  affidavit  or  petition  duly  verified,  setting 
forth  facts  sufficient  to  authorise  the  issuing  of  •an  order  for 
the  examination  of  the  party  or  witness,  an  affidavit  or  sworn 
petition  is  necessary.  It  has  invariably  been  the  practice  of 
our  state  courts,  in  relation  to  the  examination  of  a  witness 
de  bene  esse^  to  require  an  affidavit,  and  the  same  practice 
prevailed  in  regard  to  the  examination  of  insolvents  under 
the  law  of  this  state,  the  two-third  act.  {Maddock  Ck.  Pr. 
p.  156 ;  2  Hilton,  639,  ^c,  d;c.) 

After  a  careful  perusal  of  the  different  English  and  Ameri- 
can laws,  and  of  proceedings  in  statutory  or  special  proceed- 
ings, and  the  decisions  of  the  courts,  both  state  and  national^ 
thereon,  from  all  of  which  section  26  of  the  bankrupt  law 
was  compiled,  I  am  irresistibly  forced  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  proceedings  provided  for  by  section  26  of  the  bankrupt 
law  ^'are  proceedings  in  the  action,"  and  must  be  taken  in 
strict  conformity  with,  the  rules  and  practice  of  this  court ; 
especially  so,  as  disobedience  to  the  order  is  a  contempt  of 
the  court,  and  is  to  be  punished  accordingly.  Proceedings 
for  contempt  in  the  courts  of  this  state  are  provided  for. 
{Titile  13,  ch.  8,  part  3,  page  634  0/  the  Revised  Statutes.) 
They  are  always  proceedings  in  the  case,  entitled  in  the 
action,  and'  are  used  as  a  part  of  the  machinery  of  the  court 
to  aid  in  enforcing  its  orders.  All  process  in  proceedings  for 
contempt,  either  by  attachment  or  commitment,  are  founded 
upon  affidavit.  {Fitt  agt.  Davidson,  Court  of  Appeals,  reported 
in  34  How,  p  356 ;  tlie  cases  there  dted,) 

In  re  Josiah  Carpenter,  now  pending  before  me,  certain 
creditors,  by  Mr.  Sawyer,  their  counsel,  n.ade  a  motion  for 
the  usual  order  and  subpoena,  under  section  26  of  the  act, 
for  the  examination  of  the  wife  of  the  petitioner.  The 
motion  was  founded  upon  an  affidavit.     The  counsel  for  the 
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petitioner  claimed  that  the  affidavit  upon  which  no  motion 
was  made  was  insufficient,  and  I  held  that  the  affidavit  was 
sufficient,  '^both  in  form  and  substance,"  and  granted  the 
order.  I  learn  that  the  petitioner  made  a  motion  at  cham- 
bers, before  your  honor,  to  set  aside  the  order,  &c.,  on  the 
ground  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  affidavit  upon  which  I 
granted  the  order,  and  that  your  honor  held  that  the  affida- 
vit was  sufficient,  and  denied  the  motion. 

I  have  regarded  this  decision  as  a  special  term  decision — 
that  an  affidavit  setting  forth  facts  sufficient  to  found  such  an 
order,  &c.,  upon,  was  the  proper  way  of  proceeding — and 
have  followed  it  accordingly. 

1.  I  hold  that  the  creditor  of  the  bankrupt  in  this,  in 
order  to  avail  himself  of  the  provisions  of  section  26  of  the 
act,  must  apply  to  the  register  (court),  upon  affidavit  or 
petition  duly  verified,  showing  some  good  and  sufficient  rea- 
son why  the  order  should  be  granted,  also  summons  issued, 
and  that  a  mere  verbal  request  is  not  sufficient,  not  being  in 
accordance  with  the  rules  and  practice  of  this  court. 

2.  That  upon  such  reason  being  shown,  the  register  (court) 
should,  as  a  matter  of  course,  grant  the  order,  &c. 

JOHN  FlTCUy  JRegister. 

Blatchford,  J.  The  creditor  in  the  present  case,  to 
obtain  an  order  according  to  Form  No.  45,  for  the  examina- 
tion of  the  bankrupt  under  section  26  of  the  act,  must  apply 
for  such  order  by  petition  or  affidavit  duly  verified,  and 
show  good  cause  for  the  granting  of  the  order. 

The  clerk  will  certify  this  decision  to  the  register,  John 
Fitch,  Esq. 
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Habbiet  W.  Hotchkiss,  appellant  agt.  Levi  A.  Banks, 
respondent. 

Where  the  notice  of  appeal  from  a  jastice's  Judgment  stated,  as  the  odIj  specification 
contained  in  it,  that  the  *' jodgment  is  excessive,  and  shoald  not  have  exceeded 
$10  in  any  event,"  keldn  iMuffident  to  entitle  the  appellant  to  costs  on  redaction  of 
the  justice's  judgment  in  the  count j  court. 

Eighth  District  General  Temiy  September^  1868. 

Before  Davis,  Daniels,  Marvin  and  Barker,  Justices. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  cause  recovered  a  judgment  against 
the  defendant,  in  the  court  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  for  the 
sum  of  $96.30.  The  defendant  appealed  from  the  judgment 
to  the  county  court  of  Erie  county;  and  upon  the  trial  had 
in  that  court  the  judgment  was  reduced  to  the  sum  of  $18, 
costs  adjusted  by  the  clerk  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
defendant  appealed  from  that  adjustment  to  the  county 
court,  and  that  court  reversed  the  adjustment  made  of  the 
costs  by  the  clerk,  and  directed  costs  to  be  adjusted  in  favor 
of  the  defendant.  From  the  order  making  that  direction  the 
plaintiff  appealed  to  this  court 

N.  A.  Halbert,  for  appellant. 
E.  C.  RoBBiNS,  for  respondent 

By  the  court,  Daniels,  J.  Costs  depends  upon  whether 
his  notice  of  appeal  to  the  county  court  sufficiently  specifies 
the  particular  or  particulars  in  which  the  judgment  should 
have  been  more  favorable  to  him  than  it  was  as  the  justice 
rendered  it.  On  this  subject,  the  only  specification  contained 
in  the  notice  was  that  the  ^* judgment  is  excessive,  and 
should  not  have  exceeded  $10  in  any  event."  There  is 
nothing  contained  in  this  specification  indicating  that  the 
appellant  was  willing  that  the  judgment  should  be  reduced 
to  that  amount  and  stand  as  a  judgment  against  him  for  that 
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Bum.  The  cases  of  Beed  agt.  Moore  (31  Howard,  264)  and 
Smith  agt.  Hinds  (30  ^ot(;.  187)  are  clearly  distinguishable 
from  the  present  one  in  that  respect.  In  each  of  them  a 
certain  sum  was  specified  as  the  amount  for  which  the  judg- 
ment should  have  been  recovered.  And  the  rule  requiring 
that  to  be  done  was  adopted  as  the  correct  construction  of 
the  statute  in  the  case  o{  Forsyth  agt.  Ferguson  (27  Houpqrd. 
SI).  The  same  rule  of  construction  was  applied  to  the  sec- 
tion of  the  Code  providing  the  practice  for  the  government 
of  notices  of  appeal  in  these  cases,  in  Gray  agt.  Hannah  (30 
HofjQ.  155),  where  it  was  held,  that  the  specification  that  the 
judgment  should  not  have  been  for  a  sum  exceeding  $35, 
with  costs,  was  not  sufficient  to  entitle  the  appellant  to  costs. 

And  this  authority  was  followed  in  the  unreported  case  of 
Baker  agt.  L(Uta,  decided  at  the  September  term  of  this 
court,  in  1866,  where  the  specification  was  that  ^Hhe  dam- 
ages found  by  the  justice  are  excessive,  and  that  said  judg- 
ment should  have'  been  more  favorable  to  the  defendant  in 
this,  that  it  should  have  been  for  not  more  than  five  dollars 
damages,  besides  costs.''  Which  this  court  held*  was  not 
sufficiently  specific,  for  the  reasons  already  mentioned,  to 
entitle  the  appellant  to  costs. 

The  same  defect  exists  in  the  present  case.  It  is  a  new 
assertion  that  the  judgment  was  excessive,  and  should  not 
have  exceeded  $10  in  any  event,  without  specifying  that  the 
judgment  should  be  made  more  favorable  the  appellant  by 
being  reduced  to  that  amount.  The  notice  in  this  respect 
was  not  a  compliance  with  the  requirement  of  the  law;  and 
the  appellant,  for  that  reason,  was  not  entitled  to  costs. 

The  order  of  the  county  court  should  be  reversed,  and  an 
order  directed  affirming  the  adjustment  of  the  costs  previ- 
ously made  by  the  clerk. 
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NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
David  L.  Gabdiner  agt.  Julu  E.  Tyleb. 

Where  an  application  is  made  bj  a  party  in  an  action  to  change  his  attorney ^  and  the 
eonrt  order  a  reference  to  ascertain  the  amonnt  dae  to  the  attorney  from  his  elient 
for  professional  services,  and  npon  the  coming  in  of  the  referee's  report  fixing  sooh 
amonnt,  the  moving  party  wxthdrawn  his  application,  the  conrt  has  no  power  sum- 
manly  to  order  snch  amonnt  paid  by  the  party  to  the  attorney. 

Although  good  faith  would  seem  to  require  that  the  party,  after  resorting  to  the  aid 
of  the  conrt  for  a  changb  of  his  attorney,  shoald  pay  the  amount  reported  due  the 
attorney,  the  court  can  only  regard  it  as  a  debt  for  professional  services  liquidated 
by  the  referecj  under  the  order  of  the  court,  leaving  the  attorney,  upon  with- 
drawal  of  the  application,  to  collect  the  amount  of  cuch  indebtedness  by  action,  or 
to  take  such  other  proceeding  as  he  shall  be  advised. 

Special  Termy  Becembery  1867. 

Plaintiff  applied  to  the  court  for  an  order  changing  bis 
attorney.  Notice  of  the  application  was  given  to  his  attor- 
-fi«y.  The  judge  before  whom  the  motion  was  heard  referred 
it  to  a  person  by  him  nominated,  to  determine  and  report 
the  amount  due  to  the  said  attorney  from  plaintiflf,  for  costs 
and  disbursements  and  counsel  fees  in  this  action,  and  also 
in  another  action  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  said  Julia  E. 
Tyler,  pending  in  this  court;  and  that  on  the  coming  in  and 
confirmation  of  the  said  report,, and  upon  payment  by  the 
phintijf  of  such  amount  as  might  be  found  to  be  due  to  his 
said  attorney  for  costs,  disbursements  and  counsel  fees  in  this 
action  and  in  the  other  action  of  Gardiner  agt.  Tyler  afore- 
said, the  said  person  so  proposed  be  substituted  as  attorney 
for  the  plaintiff*  in  this  action  and  in  the  other  action  of  OoT" 
diner  agt.  Tykr. 

The  reference  took  place  in  pursuance  of  the  order,  plain- 
tiff appearing  by  counsel,  and  the  attorney  in  person.  The 
attorney  submitted  his  bill  for  services,  charges  and  disburse- 
ments, and  witnesses  were  examined.  The  referee  reported 
that,  after  hearing  the  proof  and  allegations  of  the  parties, 
ho  found  that  there  was  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  his  said 
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attorney  the  sum  of  $562  50-100,  for  costs  and  disbursements 
in  this  action,  and  in  the  other  action  of  Gardiner  agt.  Tyler 
the  sum  of  $150  50-100.  The  report  of  the  referee  was  on 
motion  of  the  attorney  subsequently  confirmed. 

The  attorney  then  tendered  to  the  plaintiff  consents  for 
substitution  in  both  cases,  and  demanded  the  amount 
reported  by  the  referee  as  due  him,  which  was  refused ;  the 
person  representing  plaintiff  stating  that  tJie  application  for  a 
substitution  was  abandoned. 

The  attorney  now  moves  for  an  order,  that  the  plaintiff 
absolutely  pay  to  him,  as  attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  within  five 
daySy  the  amount  reported  by  the  referee  to  be  due  him. 

William  Watson,  attorney  and  counsel,  for  motion. 
A.  R.  Dyett,  counsel  for  Gardiner,  opposed. 

Van  Vorst,  J.  The  plaintiff  desired  to  change  his  attor- 
ney. He  invoked  the  aid  of  the  court  for  the  accomplish- 
ment of  this  result.  -As  was  just  to  both  attorney  and  client, 
a  reference  was  ordered  to  ascertain  the  amount  due  to  the 
attorney  for  his  services,  upon  the  payment  of  which  the 
substitution  was  to  be  made.  After  subjecting  the  attorney 
to  the  annoyance  and  trouble  of  a  reference,  and  the  loss  of 
time  and  professional  service  to  others,  incident  to  his  attend- 
ance on  the  trial  before  the  referee,  and  after  prosecuting  the 
proceeding  until  a  report  was  made,  plaintiff  then  abandons 
his  application  for  a  change  of  attorney,  and  refuses  to  pay 
the  amount  reported  due.  Unless  the  court  had  believed 
that  plaintiff's  original  application  was  made  in  good  faith, 
and  with  the  design  of  being  carried  out,  it  would  not  have 
aidod  him  to  a  reference.  An  attorney  is  an  officer  of  the 
court  and  is  entitled  to  its  protection,  and  a  court  will  not 
willingly  make  ari  order  the  effect  of  which  will  be  unneces- 
sarily to  harass  or  vex  him  in  his  business.  A  client  has  a 
right  to  change  his  attorney,  and  the  court  will  aid  him  to 
do  so  in  all  cases  in  a  way  to  protect  the  interests  of  both. 
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It  will  assist  him  to  ascertain  in  a  summary  way  the  amoui^t 
of  the  attorney's  bill  and  lien.  The  client  having  put  this 
proceeding  in  motion^  which  is  special  in  its  character^ 
should  feel  himself  under  an  obligation  to  carry  it  out.  But 
I  do  not  see  that  there  is  any  po\«er  in  the  court  to  compel 
it  to  be  done,  upon  the  refusal  of  the  client,  and  the  with- 
drawal of  his  application  for  a  substitution.  The  court  ca>p 
oblige  the  party  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  proceeding,  as  it  do^ 
other  litigants  who  unnecessarily  invoke  its  aid.  Plaintiff  h^ 
paid  the  fees  on  the  reference,  and  has  been  ordered  to  pay 
the  costs  on  the  motion  for  the  confirmation  of  the  report.  I 
do  not  see  how  auy  order  can  be  made,  or,  if  made,  how  it 
could  be  enforced,  compelling  the  client  to  pay  the  amount 
reported  due  to  the  attorney.  The  referee's  report  is  con- 
firmed, and  the  value  of  the  attorney'*  services  is  fixed  and 
determined  by  it.  But  it  is  not  a  judgnient  to  be  enforced 
by  execution.  If  it  was,  this  motion  would  be  unnecessary. 
This  report  would,  in  any  action  to  be  brought  by  the  attor- 
ney against  his  client  for  bis  services,  doubtless  fix  the 
amount  to  be  recovered;  and  the  report  and  confirmation  of 
it  might  be  made  the  foundation  of  an  action  in  favor  of  the 
attorney  against  the  client.  If  an  order  could  be  made,  such 
as  is  asked  for,  it  should  be  made,  not  in  any  special  proceed- 
ing between  attorney  and  client,  but  in  this  action,  in  which 
all  papers  on  the  various  motions,  including  the  present 
application,  are  entitled,  and  it  would  embrace  for  services 
in  another  action  between  one  of  the  parties  to  it  and  Us 
attorney. 

A  refusal  to  pay  the  amount  ordered  would  not  render  the 
plaintiff  liable  to  the  process  of  attachment  or  imprisonment 
The  amount  due  the  attorney  is  for  professional  serviees,  and 
is  a  debt  only.  There  is  no  provision  of  law  which  would 
justify  the  issuing  of  an  execution  upon'  any  such  ord^r. 
Executions  are  ia3ued. to  enforce  judgments  and  to  collect 
costs,  on  motions.  (Clwfe,  ^  283;  Laws  of  1840,  p.  333, 
^  15;  Laws  of  1847,  p.  491,  ^  3.)  An  order  such  as  is  asked 
Vou  XXXYL  5 
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for  in  this  proceeding  would  not  be  a  judgment  within  the 
meaning  of  that  word,  nor  would  it  be  an  order  for  the  pay- 
ment of  costs. 

I  have  been  referred  by  the  attorney  to  the  case  of  Bujs- 
eard  agt.  Gross  (4  How.  Fr.  B.  23)  as  an  authority  which 
would  justify  an  order  such  as  he  asks  for,  and  its  enforce- 
ment by  execution.  But  there  is  nothing  in  that  case  which 
favors  this  application.  The  order  directed  to  be  made  in 
that  case  was  for  the  payment  of  the  costs,  upon  the  denial  of 
A  motion  for  a  new  trial.  These  costs  had  not  gone  into  the 
judgment  with  the  general  costs.  An  order  was  directed  to 
be  made  that  the  unsuccessful  party  should  pay  the  costs, 
and,  if  not  paid  on  demand,  an  execution  should  issue  for 
their  payment. 

The  application  before  this  court  has  no  relation  to  the 
payment  of  costs  between  the  parties  to  a  suit.  The  attor- 
ney is  not  seeking  to  recover  costs  of  his  client,  the  amount 
of  which  has  been  fixed  and  determined  by  the  court  as  suchj 
but  he  seeks  to  collect  his  claim  for  professional  services.  It 
18  a  simple  debt  or  demand,  the  amount  of  which  was  liquid- 
ated by  the  referee  as  the  basis  of  an  order  for  a  substitution 
of  attorney,  which  has  not  been  carried  out. 

Motion  denied,  but  without  costs. 

[An  appeal  was  taken  to  the  general  tenn  cf  this  court 
from  the  order  directed  at  special  terra,  and  the  same  was 
aiBrmed.] 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Iea  a.  Thurber,  respondent  agt.  John  T.  Jenkins  and  Jus- 
tus CoRBiN,  appellants. 

Where  tbe  plaintiff  sold  out  hia  interest  in  a  co-partnenhip  firm  to  other  memberi 
of  the  firm,  oonstitnting  a  new  firm,  and  took  a  bond  of  indemoitj  from  one  of  the 
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members  of  the  new  ftm  and  a  third  person  as  sarety,  to  save  him,  plaintiff, 
indemnified  and  harmless,  frooi  the  payment  of  any  debts  of  the  old  firm;  and  it 
appeared  that  after  the  ezecntion  of  the  bond,  an  indebtedness  of  the  old  firm  had 
been  changed  without  the  assent  of  the  surety,  from  an  account  and  pat  into  a 
note  signed  by  one  of  the  defendants  on  the  bond — a  member  of  the  new  firm — 
who  had  no  authority  to  give  notes  in  the  name  of  the  old  firm : 
Bddf  that  this  note  having  been  by  an  action,  merged  in  a  judgment,  and  paid  by 
the  plaintiff,  without  any  notice  to  the  sarety  on  the  bond  of  the  defense  to  it,  tfaa 
sarety  was  discharged,  and  the  plaintiff  coald  not  recover  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment Ipom  him. 

Fifth  District^  General  Temty  JunCy  1868. 

Before  Mxjllin,  Foster  and  Morgan,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  judgment  entered  on  report  of  Hamilton 
Burdick,  Esq.,  referee. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  certain  sums  due  to 
various  persons  from  the  firm  of  Thurber,  Rice  &  Co.,  and 
which  the  defendants  had  assumed  to  pay  and  discharge  bj 
their  bond  of  indemnity,  executed  to  the  plaintiff  March 
24th,  1865 ;  the  plaintiff  on  that  day  having  sold  out  his 
interest  in  said  firm  to  the  defendant  John  T.  Jenkins,  for 
$5,000.00,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  company^s  debts, 
and  the  defendant  Justus  Corbin,  having  signed  said  bond 
as  surety,  by  which  the  defendants  agreed  "  to  pay  so  much 
of  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  Thurber,  Rice  &  Co.,  as  the 
said  Ira  A.  Turber  is  or  may  in  any  event,  become  liable  to 
pay  ^ — '^  to  pay  up  and  discharge  all  said  debts  and  liabili- 
ties as  fast  as  the  same  shall  fall  due,"  with  a  further  agree- 
ment to  save  the  plaintiff  harmless. 

The  referee  reported  among  other  things,  that  "  the  firm 
of  Thurber,  Rice  &  Co.,  owed  certain  debts,  which  were 
assumed  by  the  new  firm  (of  Thurber,  Rice  &  Co.),  and  so 
far  as  the  plaintiff  was  concerned,  the  defendants  were  to 
indemnify  and  save  the  plaintiff  harmless  therefrom":  that 
he  had  paid  as  a  member  of  the  old  firm  of 'Thurber,  Rice  & 
Co.,  and  is  liable  to  pay  certain  debts  of  the  firm,  which  the 
defendants  had  assumed  to  pay,  but  which  they  had  not 
paid,  and  which  were  outstanding  at  the  time  of  sale,  viz.: 
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A  debt  to  Van  Horn,  paid  by  plaiatiff  October  9thy 

1866 $556.88 

Interest  thereon 47.63 

Ira  H.  Cobb's  debt 400.00 

Interest  thereon  from  January  20th^  1865;  less  $159.36; 
received  by  plaintiff  out  of  the  firm  debts. 

The  amount  advanced  October  6th,  1866,  by  plaintiff, 
$278.75,  which  with  interest,  amounts  to  $302.83. 

The  Hotaling  judgment  .$566.00,  January  lOth,  1867, 
including  sheriff's  fees  $11.13,  now  amounts  to  $615.64. 

Pinckney  judgment,  May  14th,  1867,  ,$548.47,  which 
with  interest,  amounts  to  $598.11.  The  whole  amount 
found  4ue  the  plaintiff  is  $2,121.09,  for  which  judgment  was 
ordered  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendants  excepted  to  the  finding  of  the  referee  in 
relation  to  the  Hotaling  judgment  and  the  Pinckney  judg- 
ment, as  well  as  to  the  general  conclufsion  of  the  referee,  find- 
ing the  whole  amount  due  as  stated  in  his  report. 

The  facts  in  relation  to  the  two  claims  objected  to  aro 
.stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

RnaER  &  Jeknet,  /(^appellants. 
Baynob  &  Vann,  far  respondents. 

By  the  courts  Moboan,  J.  The  complaint  fails  to  specify 
any  particular  demands  which  the  plaintiff  paid  of  the  debts 
of  the  old  firm  of  Thurber,  Rice  &  Co;  It  is  stated  in  the 
complaint,  that  the  defendants  did  not  perform  their  agree- 
ment, but  neglected  to  pay  the  deli)ts  of  the  .old  firm,  or  to 
save  the  plaintiff  harmless  therefrom  according  to  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  their  said  agreement,  in  consequence  of 
which,  the  plaintiff  ^^  has  been  compelled  to  raise  or  advance 
money  to  pay  up  and  discharge  many  of  such  debts  and  lia- 
bilities and  to  continue  under  and  oppressed  with  the  debts 
and  liabilities  of  such  firm  to  his  great  damage  and  injury^'' 
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the  plaintiflT  thereupon  demanded  judgmeDt  for  $3,000.00,' 
and  costs,  &c. 

To  this  the  defendants,  among  other  defenses  not  neces- 
sary to  notice,  interposed  a  general  denial. 

It  is  in  vain,  therefore,  to  look  into  the  pleadings  for  any' 
information  as  to  the  particular  debts  paid  by  the  plaintiff, 
or  which  he  was  liable  to  pay  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action.  ' 

On  recurring  to  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff,  we  have 
his  statement  that  there  were  outstanding  debts  of  the  old 
firm  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  among  which  he  enumerates  the 
following,  viz. :  "  The  firm  owed  Abram  Van  Horn,  of 
Utica,  June  29th,  1867,  $581.73. 

It  will  be  seen  that'  the  referee  allowed  the  plaTntiff  for- 
paying  a  debt  to  Van   Horn,   October   9th,   1866,   viz.: 
$656.88  principal,  and  $47.63  interest.     How  this' could  be' 
an  outstanding  debt  as  early  as  March  24th,  1865,  or  the 
same  debt  as  that  of  June  29lb,  1867,  may  admit  of-  some 
question,  but  as  there  is  no  exception  to  this  item,  we  ought'* 
perhaps,  to  assume  that  there  was  some  evidence  of  its  exist- 
cteoe  as  early  a«  March  24th,  1865,  and  that  the  subsequent' 
dates  and  amounts-were  only  intended  to  indicate  what  the 
debt  amounted  to  at  these  several  times. 

The  plaintiff  also  specifies  the  following  as^an  outstanding 
debt  against  the  old  firm,  March  24th,  1865:  '^Ira  H. 
Cobb,  January  doth,  186S,  $400.00,  and  interest  There 
*em»  to  be  no  valid  objection  or  exception  to  the  allowance' 
of  this  claim,  nor  to  the  allowance  of  the  Pinckney  judg- 
ment, so-called.  The  plaintifi*  shows  that  the  old  firm  owed 
af  debt  to  Pinckney  March  4th,  1865,  amounting  to  $415.00. 

There  is  nothing  stated  in  the  finding  to  show  on  what ' 
alecounft  the  pkintifi*  was  allowed  $802.83  for  moneys '  ad- 
vaneed,  including  the  interest.     If  there  is  anything  in  the ' 
c^ence  which  explains  it,  it  has  escaped  my  attention,  but ' 
ati- there  is  no  objection  made  to  its  allowance  by  the  defend- 
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ants'  attoraey,  I  think  we  are  not  called  upon  to  disallow  it 
on  appeal. 

This  reduces  the  questions  to  one  only,  and  that  is  in  relar 
tion  to  what  is  called  the  "Hotaling  claim,"  which  the  ref- 
eree allowed  to  the  plaintiiT,  denominating  it  the  ^'Hotaling 
judgment  $566.00,  January  lOth,  1867,"  which  with  inter- 
est, including  sheriff's  fees,  amounting  to  $615.64,  at  the 
date  of  the  referee's  report. 

The  plaintiff  states  in  his  testimony  among  other  outstand- 
ing debts :  " Garret  Hotaling,  January  27th,  1867,  $569.00," 
and  he  says  he  "  paid  that  $566.00,  January  10th,  1867." 
In  another  place  he  states  that  Hotaling  had  the  note  of  the 
new  firm.  Next  the  judgment  roll  is  produced,  by  which  it 
appears  that  the  Syracuse  City  Bank  recovered  a  judgment 
against  the  members  of  the  old  firm,  inducing  the  plaintiff, 
as  well  as  Garret  Hotaling,  for  $467.93,  November  17th,  1866, 
upon  a  note  purporting  to  have  been  made  by  "Thurber, 
Rice  &  Co."  March  11th,  1865,  payable  to  the  order  of  G- 
H.  Hotaling  at  the  Salt  Springs  Bank,  sixty  days  after  date, 
and  indorsed  by  Hotaling.  The  plaintiff  put  in  an  answer 
to  that  suit,  containing  a  general  denial  only,  and  the  action 
was  tried  before  the  court  without  a  jury. 

An  execution  was  issued  and  the  plaintiff  actually  paid  it 
January  16th,  1867,  although  by  some  arrangement  among 
the  parties,  the  execution  was  not  satisfied. 

The  plaintiff  certified  that  he  had  no  legal  defense  against 
the  note,  and  the  referee  finds  that  neither  of  the  defendants 
had  notice  of  the  suit.  The  defendant  John  T.  Jenkins, 
testified  that  the  note  prosecuted  by  the  Syracuse  City  Bank 
was  given  to  Gfarret  Hotaling  after  March  25thj  1865,  and 
that  he  made  and  signed  the  note,  and  when  he  signed  it,  he 
notified  Hotaling  that  the  new  firm  had  been  formed,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  out  of  it ;  that  his  indebtedness  against 
the  old  firm  was  an  open  account.  To  add  confusion  to  the 
case,  he  then  states  that  three  notes  were  given  at  the  same 
time  on  the  1st  of  April,  1865;  dated  at  different  days^  so  as 
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to  make  the  payments  easier.  The  only  solution  to  this 
statement  is,  that  the  note  sued  by  the  Syracuse  City  Bank 
was  one  of  the  three,  the  others  perhaps  having  been  paid 
by  the  new  firm. 

But  the  referee  has  a  finding  in  which  he  states  that  on 
the  \st  day  of  Aprily  1865,  the  Hotaling  debt  ^^was  put 
into  three  several  notes  signed  by  {lie  new  firm  of  Thurber^ 
Bice  &  Co,y  of  which  Jenkins  was  a.member,  by  John  T. 
Jenkins,  one  of  these  members  (who  had  no  authority  to 
sign  for  the  old  firm),  and  his  account  was  thereupon 
receipted ;  that  said  Hotaling  knew  of  the  change  in  said 
firm,  and  that  said  note  was  transferred  to  the  city  bank 
which  sued  Ira  A.  Thurber  thereupon,  and  obtained  judgment 
against  him  by  default  This  is  not  strictly  correct,  as  it 
appeared  in  the  judgment  roll  produced  on  the  trial,  that 
Ira  A.  Thurber  put  in  a  defense,  under  which  he  might  have 
successfully  defended  the  note,  if  it  was  executed  in  the 
name  of  the  old  firm  without  his  knowledge  or  consent,  or 
if  it  was  executed  as  the  proper  note  of  the  new  firm. 

It  is  impossible  to  be  satisfied  with  the  conclusion  of  the 
referee,  that  this  note  was  intended  to  be  the  note  of  the 
new  firm  instead  of  the  old  one,  for  it  is  dated  back  to  th^ 
time  of  tlie  existence  of  tJie  old  firm^  which  is  hardly  reconcil- 
able with  the  conclusion,  that  it  was  intended  to  be  the  note 
of  the  new  firm.  But  in  neither  aspect  of  the  case  would 
the  surety  of  John  T.  Jenkins  be  liable  to  the  plaintiff  upon 
the  note  in  question.  It  is  not  enough  to  be  able  to  show 
that  Jenkins  has  made  himself  liable  upon  the  note  bj 
assuming  to  execute  it  on  behalf  of  the  new  firm.  The 
surety  is  only  bound  to  pay  it  while  it  remains  the  proper 
debt  of  the  old  firm.  If  it  was  accepted  by  Hotaling  as  tlie 
note  of  the  new  firm,  it  discharged  the  debt  as  against  the 
old  firm,  and  Ira  A.  Thurber  had  a  perfect  defense  to  it.  If 
it  was  executed  by  Jenkins  as  the  note  of  the  old  firm^ 
Thurber  was  not  liable  to  pay  it,  unless  he  assented  to  it. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  he  ever  assented  to  it.     But  if  he 
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did  absent  to  it^  it  was  such  a  change  and  postponement  of 
the  original  debt  as  to  discharge  the  surety.  Thurber  had 
no  right  to  give  a  new  obligation  extending  the  time  of  pay- 
ment of  the  old  firm  debts^  although  done  with  the  consent 
of  the  creditor.  Such  an  act  would  doubtless  discharge  the 
surety,  unless  he  also  assented  to  it.  Doubtless  the  bond 
obliged  Corbin  to  pay  the  original  debt  as  to  Ira  A.  Thur- 
ber,  but  we  do  not  know  what  that  was.  On  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the  old  firm  and  the  formation  of  the  new  one,  the 
members  of  the  new  firm  become  the  principal  debtors,  and 
were  primarily  liable  to  pay  the  Hotaling  debt.  They  either 
satisfied  it  by  giving  their  own  notes^  or  they  undertook  to 
secure  it  by  giving  a  note  in  the  name  of  the  old  firm.  If  the 
plaintifif  assented  to  this  arrangement  in  either  form  and  Cor- 
bin did  not  know  of  it,  or  assent  to  it  on  his  part,  then  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  he  thereby  discharges  Corbin  from  his  obli- 
gation to  pay  it.  If  the  plaintiff  did  not  know  of  it  or  assent 
to  it  in  either  form,  then  he  should  have  interposed  his  de- 
fense, or  at  least  have  notified  Corbin  that  he  had  a  good  and 
sufiicient  defense  to  the  note,  so  that  Corbin  might  have  had 
the  benefit  of  it  in  that  suit. 

There  is  only  one  aspect  of  the  case  in  which  the  defend- 
ant Corbin,  could  bo  made  liable  upon  the  new  note  in  ques- 
tion, and  that  was  for  Hotaling  to  surrender  the  same  upon 
grounds,  which  would  have  authorized  him  to  recover  upon 
the  original  indebtedness. 

The  defendant  Corbin,  never  undertook  to  pay  anything 
else.  As  it  is  now  too  late  to  repudiate  the  new  note  and 
recover  upon  the  original  claim,  I  think  the  defendant  Cor- 
bin, is  discharged  from  its  payment. 

It  is  to  be  regretted  that  there  should  be  so  much  confu- 
sion and  uncertainty  in  cases  which  come  before  us  for  review. 
There  is  no  statement  in  the  pleadings  which  would  enable 
the  court  to  see  what  demands  the  plaintiff  expiects  to  re- 
cover, and  the  findings  of  the  referee,  which  are  generally 
drawn  up  by  the  successful  party,  fail  to  point  out  the 
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grounds  upoD  which  the  Hotaling  debt^  so-called,  was 
allowed. 

I  have  examined  the  evidence  and  findings  with  as  much 
care  as  I  could^  and  have  stated  the  resuliS;  I  believe,  with 
entire  fidelity  to  the  facts  as  they  appear  in  the  case. 

The  result  is  that  the  judgment  is  erroneous  in  the  partic- 
ular above  mentioned,  and  should  be  reduced  accordingly ; 
,  or,  if  the  plaintifT  will  not  consent  to  modify  it,  then  a  new 
trial  should  be  granted  with  costs,  to  abide  the  event. 

In  case  of  a  modification  by  deducting  the  amount  of  the 
Hotaling  claim,  so-called,  the  judgment  i\s  thus  modified, 
should  be  affirmed  without  costs  of  appeal  to  either  party. 

Foster  and  Mullin,  J.  J.,  concurring. 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Hugh  Meehak,  respondent  agt.  George  E.  Williams  and 
others,  appellants. 

Jt  eonveyattce  of  premiset  made  in  fraud  of  a  meekania*  lu%  will  baye  no  effect  to 
bar  or  preclude  the  foreclosnre  of  sach  lien,  altbongh  the  notice  of  lien  ie  filed  sab- 
aeqaent  to  sach  convejancei  bat  within  the  statutory  limit. 

Hie  time  of  performance  of  the  work  stated  in  a  bnilding  contract  in  writing,  under 
seal,  may  be  extended  or  waived  by  parol.  And  snch  extension  or  waiver  need' 
not  be  established  by  positive  testimony ;  it  may  be  inferred  from  circumstances. 

An  appellate  tribunal  will  not  be  justified  in  assuming  anything  not  cleariy  deduci- 
ble  from  the  evidence  which  is  before  it,  and  sbouid  not  be  unmindful  of  the  eon* 
sideration  that  the  evidence  is  rarely,  if  ever,  brought  before  it  in  as  perfect  a 
Ibrm  as  it  was  received. 

General  Temij  August^  1868. 
Before  all  (he  Judges* 

APPEAL  from  judgment  entered  upon  the  report  of  a 
referee. 

Alexander  H.  Reavey,  for  appellants. 
Charles  A.  Rapallo^  for  respondent 
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By  the  courts  Daly,  F.  J.  The  evidence  fully  justified  the 
finding  of  the  referee  that  the  conveyance  of  the  premises  to 
John  A.  Williams  v^as  not  hona  fide,  but  was  made  with 
intent  to  defraud  the  plaintiff  and  defeat  his  lien.  The  plain- 
tiff had  a  right  to  impeach  its  validity  in  this  action.  He 
had  an  incipient  lien  when  this  transfer  was  made,  which 
became  absolute  under  the  act  of  May  6,  1S63,  when  the 
notice  was  filed  with  the  county  clerk.  The  act  of  1S63 
provides  that  incumbrancers  may  be  made  parties  in  the 
action  or  proceeding  to  enforce  the  lien.  John  A.  Williams, 
to  whom  this  fraudulent  conveyance  was  made,  comes  under 
the  denomination  of  an  incumbrancer,  and,  as  such,  was 
made  a  party;  and  the  plaintiff  having  established  in  the 
action  that  he  was  a  creditor  of  the  fraudulent  grantor  to  the 
extent  of  $S63,  was  entitled  to  have  this  conveyance  declared 
void,  so  far  as  it  interposed  any  obstacle  to  the  enforcement 
of  his  lien.  (2  R.  S.  137,  '^  1 ,  Clute  agt.  Fitch,  25  Barb. 
432;  Van  Etten  agt.  Hurst,  6  Hill,  311.)  The  act  of  1863 
declares  that  the  court  may  determine  the  rights  of  all  the 
parties,  and  that  such  judgment  or  decree  shall  be  made  as 
to  the  rights  and  equities  of  the  several  parties  among  tJiem" 
selves,  and  as  against  any  owner,  as  may  be  just.  (§^  2,  6, 
7.)  This  is  ample  to  confer  upon  the  court  in  this  action 
the  power  to  give  relief  against  this  conveyance,  and  to 
declare  it,  as  against  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff,  to  be  fraudu- 
lent and  void;  and  the  conveyance  having  been  adjudged 
to  be  fraudulent  and  void,  it  becomes  necessary  to  consider 
whether  there  is  anything  in  the  objection  raised  to  the  con- 
stitutionality of  the  provision  in  the  act  of  1863  which 
declares  that  the  lien  shall  become  absolute,  notwithstanding 
any  sale,  transfer  or  incumbrance  made  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  work  or  the  furnishing  of  the  materials. 

The  plaintiff  testified  that  he  could  have  completed  the 
work  by  the  1 5th  of  February,  but  for  a  delay  arising  from 
the  impossibility  of  plastering,  on  account  of  the  weather. 
Several  of  the  defendants'  witnesses  testified  that  the  delay 
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in  the  plastering  could  have  been  avoided  by  putting  up 
stoves  in  the  building  and  keeping  up  fires  to  dry  the  walls; 
and  Williams  and  his  wife  swore  that  the  plaintiff  said  to 
them  that  he  would  do  so.  This  the  plaintiff  denied,  and 
gave  a  very  different  version  of  what  passed  between  him 
and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Williams  upon  the  subject;  while  one  of 
his  witnesses,  a  plasterer,  testified  that  fires  will  not  have 
much  effect  in  drying  wnlls. 

The  evidence  upon  this  head  being  conflicting,  we  must 
assume  that  the  referee  found  that  the  testimony  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  was  the  most  reliable;  and  the  testimony  was 
to  the  effect  that  both  Williams  and  Mrs.  Williams  assented 
to  the  delay.    The  plaintiff  swore  that  he  told  Williams  that 
it  was  impossible  to  do  the  plastering,  on  account  of  the 
weather;   that,  if  he  insisted  on  having  it  done,  it  would 
tumble  when  a  thaw  came;  and  that  Williams  answered 
that  he  did  not  want  it  to  tumble  on  him.     In  which  con- 
nection it  may  be  remarked  that  the  plaintiflT  swore  that 
Williams  told  him,  when  he  ordered  the  extra  work  to  be 
done,  that  he  owned  the  premises,  and  that  Williams  never 
told  him  at  any  time  that  his  wife  was  the  owner  of  the  pro- 
perty.    The  plaintiff  testified  further  that  he  told  Williams 
that  he,  the  plaintiff^  would  be  obliged  to  wait  until  the 
weather  would  permit ;  and  that  Williams  replied  that  the 
weather  might  change,  and  he  must  get  at  it  as  quick  as  he 
could,  making  no  objection  to  the  delay.     When  further 
interrogated  upon  this  point,  the"  plaintiff  stated  that  there 
were  two  carpenters  present,  whom  he  named,  when  this 
conversation   occuiTed,   and    that  Williams  said    that    he 
wanted  the  plaintiff  to  get  on  as  soon  as  he  could^  and  that 
Mrs,  W.  said  she  did  not  want  to  move  into  the  house  before 
it  was  properly  dry.     We  have  here  the  fact  that  neither  he 
nor  she  made  any  objection  to  the  delay,  and  in  addition,  a 
much  more  important  circumstance,  in  respect  to  which 
there  was  no  conflict,  that  is,  that  Williams,  in  the  presence 
of  his  wife,  paid  the  plaintiff*  the  fourth  installment,  ten  days 
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ajfer  the  time  limited  in  the  contract  for  the  completion  of  the' 
building.  Williams  swore  that  he  never  agreed  with  the 
plaintiff  to  extend  the  time;  that  his  wife  never  authorized- 
him  to  db  sb,  or  to  modify  the  contract;  and  her  affidavit' 
Was  read  to  the  same  effect.  But  this  was  rather  swearing, 
to  a  conclusion  than  controverting  the  specific  testimony 
from  which  a  diflTerent  inference  was  drawn.  He  did  swear 
that  he  did  not  tell  the  plaintiff  that,  if  the  work  could  noti 
be  done  in  cold  weather  he  did  not  want  him  to  do  it;  but 
this  was  contradicting  what  was  sworn  to  by  the  plaintifl^ 
and  the  raferee  believed  the  plaintiff. 

The  evidence  was  ample  to  warrant  the  referee  in  finding: 
that  Williams  acted  throughout  in  the  whole  matter  of  the* 
erection  of  the  building  as  his  wife's  agent,  and  by  her* 
authority,  so  as  to  make  all  that  he  did  binding  upon  her* 
From  the  peculiar  relations  of  the  parties,  that  of  man  and' 
wife,  evidence  by  no  means  as  conclusive  as  that  which  was' 
given  in  this  case  would  have  been  sufficient  to  show  that- 
such  was  the  fact.  According  to  his  own  statement,  he  had 
worked  as  a  practical  builder;  he  had  put  up  buildings  for 
nine  or  ten  years;  he  had  a  knowledge  of  and  was  familiar' 
with  masons'  and  carpenters'  work.  He  was  about  the 
premises  generally  every  other  day,  superintending  and 
directing  the  work,  and  carefully  examined  at  times,  accord- 
ing to  his  own  statement,  the  manner  in  which  it  wns  done 
aind  the  quality  of  the  materials  furnished.  He  ordered- 
changes  to  be  made  and  extra  work  to  be  done,  and  the  bill 
for  the  extra  work  was  given  to  him.  He  signed  the  con- 
tract for  the  erection  of  the  building;  and  when  the  plaintiff* 
wanted  Mrs.  Williams  to  sign  it,  Williams,  according  to  the 
plaintiff's  statement,  did  not  seem  to  want  her  to.  He  m^de 
four  payments  to  the  plaintiff,  in  his  wife's  presence.  She 
never  gave  any  directions  to  the  plaintiff  to  make  any 
changes;  but  many  changes  were  directed  to  be  made  by 
Williams,  some  of  them  involving  extra  work,  for  which  he 
paid.    And  the  plaintiff  testified  that  what  he  meant  by  Wil- 
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liams  having  the  superinteDclence  af  the  work  waS;  that  it 
had  to  be  clone  to  suit  him.  lira.  W.  was  once  at  the  build* 
ing  while  the  plaintiff  was  there;  and  all  that  be  ever  had  to 
do  with  her  respecting  it  was  when  she  told  him  she  did  xioi 
want  to  move  into  a  damp  house.  When  the  plaintiff  called 
at  Williams'  house  for  the  last  two  payments^  he. saw  Mrs. 
W.y  who  told  him  that  her  husband  was  out,  that  he  would 
30on  be  in  and  pay  him,  as  he  had  the  money;  and  the  writ* 
ven  notice  to  stop  the  work  waa  given  to  the  plaintifi  by 
Williams,  who  said  that  he  had  sold  the  house;  that  tb9 
plaintiff  had  no  liens  against  it,  and  that  he  must  get  his 
money  the  best  way  he  could.  No  other  conclusion  could 
be  arrived  at  upon  this  evidence  but  that  Williams  was  act-* 
ing  throughout  in  place  of  his  wife,  as  her  agent,  and  by  her 
authority;  that  there  was  an  understanding  between  ihefxi 
that  everything  relating  to  the  matter  should  be  intruated  to 
him ;  that  he,  and  not  she,  was  to  judge  whether  the  work 
conformed  to  the  contract;  that  he  was  clothed  with  autho- 
rity to  make  or  permit  any  alterations  or  changes  he  thought 
proper;  to  order  extra  work,  if  he  deemed  it  (idvisable,  and 
to  do  everything  which  she  could  or  might  do,  either  as  one 
of  the  parties  to  the  contract  or  as  the  owner  of  the  premises, 
or  as  to  one  for  whose  exclusive  benefit  the  building  was 
erected,  and  that  his  acts  ware  to  be  binding  upon  her. 
(Colvin  agt.  Curriery  22  Barb.  373;  Owen  agt.  Ciiwley^  42 
Barb.  105.) 

Many  of  the  variations  were  made  by  hi3  express  direc- 
tions. This  we  must  assume  that  the  referee  found  wherever 
the  testimony  of  Williams  was  in  conflict  with  that  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  denied  that  he  made  any  other  varia- 
tions ;  and  if  the  fact  were  otherwise,  they  were  made  under 
the  eye  of  the^  husband,  without  any  objection  on  his  part, 
at  the  time  he  was  superintending  the  erection,  as  the  agent 
of  his  wife,  and  being,  as  proved  by  hinjself,  an  expert.  The 
referee  was  therefore  justified  in  concluding  that,  if  made, 
they  were  made  with  his  concurrence,  and  that  after  they 
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were  made  there  was  an  acceptance  of  the  work  up  to  the 
time  of  the  payment  of  the  fourth  installment.  (Sinclair  agt 
TaUmadgCy  35  Barb.  605.)     Williams  testified  that  he  dis- 
covered the  variances  or  defects  while  the  work  was  going 
vuy  and  as  he  made  no  remonstrance  or  objection  at  the 
time — for  the  plaintiff  testified  that  he  made  no  objections 
whatever — it  must  be  assumed  that  he  regarded  them  as 
immaterial  and  waived  them,  as  an  architect  or  other  expert, 
similarly  employed,  might  have  done  on  behalf  of  his  princi- 
pal.    That  he  did  so  is  to  be  inferred  not  only  from  the  fact 
that  he  knew  of  them  and  made  no  objection,  but  from  the 
fact  that  he  afterwards  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  fifth 
installment  as  soon  as  certain  mouldings  should  be  put  on^ 
showing  that  that  was  all  that  he  considered  essential  to 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  payment  of  the  fiflh  installment. 
This  was  very  conclusive,  and  fully  justified  the  referee  in 
finding  that  he  had,  in  his  capacity  as  aa  expert,  waived  all 
such  defects  and  variances  as  immaterial;   that,  as  many 
changes  or  alterations  had  been  made  by  his  express  direc- 
tioes,  he  considered  the  work  up  to  that  time,  with  the  sin- 
gle exception  stated,  as  a  substantial  compliance  with  the 
contract.     The  referee  was  clearly  right  in  holding  that  all 
such  variances  and  defects  were  waived,  and  in  inferring  from 
the  circumstances  that  Mrs.  Williams,  and  her  husband  act- 
ing as  her  agent,  assented  to  an  extension  of  the  time  beyond 
the  strict  letter  of  the  contradt.  {Smith  agt.  Gugerty^  4  Barb. 
614;  Flynn  agt.  McKeon^^  6  Duer^  203;  Lawrence  agt.  DalCy 
3  John.  Ch.  23.) 

On  the  16th  of  March,  1865,  Mrs.  Williams  made  the 
fraudulent  conveyance  of  the  premises  to  John  A.  Williams, 
and  on  the  23d  of  the  same  month  she  and  her  husband  gave 
a  written  notice  to  the  plaintiS  directing  him  to  discontinue 
the  work,  accompanied  by  the  declaration  of  Geo.  Er  Wil- 
liams to  the  plaintiff,  before  referred  to.  This  notice  advised  . 
the  plaintiff  that  others  would  be  employed  to  complete  the 
building,  that  the  cost  thereof  would   be  charged  to  hi3 


KEW  YORK  PBACTICE  REPORTS.  79 

Heehnn  agt.  Williams. 

account,  and  that  the  parties,  Williams  and  his  wife,  would 
claim  damages  from  him  for  the  non-performance  of  the  con- 
tract, as  they  had  been  kept  out  of  the  occupancy  of  the 
building  and  prevented  from  letting  it.  This  notice  did  not 
purport  to  have  been  given  under  the  provision  in  the  con- 
tract which  gave  the  parties,  if  the  plaintiff'  should  neglect 
to- supply  a  sufficiency  of  materials  and  workmen,  the  power 
to  provide  both  and  finish  the  building,  upon  giving  him 
three  days  notice  in  writing,  the  expense  to  be  deducted 
from  the  amount  of  his  contract;  and  if  it  had  been,  there 
was  no  proof  that  he  had  neglected  to  supply  a  sufficiency 
of  workmen  or  of  materials,  but,  on  the  contrary,  evidence 
that  he  was  amply  supplied  with  both.  The  notice,  in  fact, 
by  its  express  terms,  was  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff* 
had  failed  to  complete  the  building  by  the  15th  of  February, 
1865;  and  as  the  parties  had,  as  the  referee  has  found, 
assented  to  an  extension  of  the  time  beyond  that  period,  they 
had  no  right  on  the  23d  of  March  to  put  an  end  to  the  con- 
tract upon  any  such  ground.  As  the  plaintiff)  however,  was 
directed  to  discontinue  the  work  on  the  contract,  he  did  so, 
and  was  at  least  entitled  to  recover  what  the  referee  awarded 
to  him,  the  fiflh  installment  of  $400,  he  having  done  all  the 
work  and  furnished  the  materials,  entitling  him  to  the  pay- 
ment; $400  as  the  value  of  the  portion  of  the  work  done  and 
of  the  materials  furnished  under  the  sixth  and  seventh  install- 
ments, and  $63  for  extra  work ;  in  all  $843. 

The  questions  put  as  to  the  value  of  the  work  done  and 
the  materials  furnished  up  to  the  time  when  the  plaintiff*  left 
the  building,  the  amount  of  money  paid  by  him  for  materials 
and  labor  from  the  time  he  commenced,  what  was  the  value 
of  all  the  work  done  by  him  and  of  all  the  materials  he  fur- 
nished, were  properly  excluded.  The  information  they 
sought  to  elicit  was  immaterial  and  could  have  no  bearing 
on  the  measure  of  damages,  which  was  the  contract  price, 
where  the  installment  was  due,  and  the  value  of  the  materi- 
als furnished  and  of  the  work  which  had  been  performed 
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beyond  that  when  the  progress  of  the  work  was  arrested  by 
the  order  of  the  owner  and  her  agent,  before  the  plaintiff 
could  complete  it  to  the  point  which  would  have  entitled 
him  to  the  sixth  and  seventh  payments, 

Williams  and  his  wife  having  assented  to  the  delay  occar 
fiioned  by  the  impossibility  of  plastering:  from  the  cold 
weather  and  hard  freezing,  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  com- 
plete the  building  within  a  reasonable  time  after  change  in 
the  weather  allowed  him  to  resume  the  plastering,  {Greets 
agt.  Harris^  1  Hilt.  234.) 

By  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  building  was  to  be  com- 
pleted in  three  months  and  six  days.  When  the  notice  to 
«top  the  work  was  given,  four  months  and  seventeen  days 
had  elapsed,  and  the  work  was  not  then  sufficiently  com- 
pleten  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  said  installment  Oxie 
witness  testified  that  with  a  sufBcient  force  of  men  such  a 
building  could  be  erected  and  all  completed  in  three  months, 
.^nd  another  witness  said  that,  if  prosecuted  properly  and 
with  a  sufficient  force,  four  months  would  be  ample,  and 
when  asked  if  it  could  be  done  in  less,  he  said  that  it  requires 
more  time  in  winter,  there  being  more  delay  in  that  season 
on  the  outside  work;  and  it  was  shown  that  $1,S30  was  pai4 
for  completing  the  building,  which  was  $765  more  than  the 
amount  of  the  sixth  and  seventh  installments,  and  that  it 
was  not  finished  until  the  1st  of  May  following.  I  entertain 
great  doubt,  from  these  facts,  whether  the  plointiff  proceeded 
with  the  work  with  that  diligence  which  the  law  requires; 
yet  the  evidence  is  not  sufficiently  definite  to  enable  us  to 
say  positively  that  the  referee  erred.  There  was  the  positive 
statement  of  the  plaintifi  that  he  eould  have  finished  it  by 
.  the  16th  of  February,  if  the  delay  in  the  plastering  had  not 
occurred,  and  that  delay  may  have  been  very  much  prolonged 
by  a  winter  of  protracted  duration  or  of  great  severity,  and  it 
was  in  proof  that  the  weather  was  very  severe.  An  appellate 
tribunal  would  not  be  justified  in  assuming  anything  not  clearly 
d^ducible  from  the  evidence  which  is  before  it,  and  should 
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not  be  unmindful  of  the  consideration  that  the  evidence  19 
rarely,  if  ever,  brought  before  it  in  as  perfect  a  form  as  it 
was  received.  We  must  assume  that  the  referee  concluded 
that  the  plaintiff  would  and  could  have  completed  the  build- 
ing, under  the  circumstances,  within  a  reasonable  time,  if  be 
had  not  been  ordered  to  discontinue  the  work.  I  say  we 
must  assume  this,  as  there  is  no  finding  upon  the  point,  the 
twenty-third  request  of  the  defendants  not  being  specifio 
enough  to  embrace  it;  and  we  cannot  say  positively  upon 
the  evidence  that  he  erred  in  so  concluding. 

In  respect  to  the  ckim  to  recoup  damages  tor  variances  in 
the  work,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  evidence  was  coo- 
flietipg  as  to  the  quality  of  the  work  and  materials,  and  as  to 
on^issions  or  variances  from  the  contract  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  the  finding  of  the  referee  upon  that  head  cannot  be 
reviewed.  The  conflict  did  not  arise,  as  suggested,  upon 
the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  alone,  but  he  called  several 
experts,  each  of  whom  were  examined  very  fully  as  to  the 
quality  of  the  difierent  materials,  and  specifically  as  to  the 
different  parts  of  the  workmanship,  who  united  in  declaring 
that  both  the  materials  and  the  workmanship  were  good,  in 
all  respects  as  good  as  is  usual  in  houses  of  the  same 
description. 

The  sub-contractors,  Hargrove  and  Clare,  averred  that 
they  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  do  the  plastering  work 
in  and  about  the  premises  described  in  the  complaint;  that 
they  completed  the  same  as  far  as  it  was  possible,  when  they 
were  prevented  from  completing  it  by  the  defendants,  Geo. 
£.  and  Sarah  I.  R.  Williams,  and  that  what  they  did  was 
worth  $103;  and  this  averment  was  not  controverted  by 
the  plaintiff  or  by  any  of  the  defendants.  They  also  proved 
upon  the  trial  that  they  did  the  plastering  work  upon  the 
building;  and  each  of  them  was  minutely  examine '  upon 
the  trial  as  to  the  character  of  the  work  and  the  quality  *of 
the  materials.  The  defendant  Heavey  averred  that  he  put 
up  the  marble  mantles,  under  an  agreement  with  the  plaii»* 
Yoi^  XXXTI  6 
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tiff,  and  proved  upon  the  trial  that  he  put  up  four  in  the 
building,  which  were  the  same  in  every  respect,  as  near  aa 
he  could  make  them,  as  those  in  Mrs.  Tuckei-'s  house, 
which,  by  the  plaintiff's  contract,  was  the  pattern  to  be  fol- 
lowed; thct  the  parlor  mantle  was  $45,  and  the  other  three 
$20  each.  If  the  statement  of  the  claims  of  these  sub-con- 
tractors were  defective,  which  I  by  no  means  concede,  it 
would  still  make  no  difference,  as  the  act  of  1863  declares 
,  that  this  shall  not  impair  or  affect  the  rights  of  the  claimants, 
but  that  they  shall  have  relief  according  to  their  rights  as  they 
flhall  appear  in  evidence,  and  the  evidence  was  amply  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  the  work  done  and  materials  f nmished  by 
these  sub-contractora  was  in  pursuance  of  the  contract  made 
with  the  plaintiff  for  the  erection  of  the  building,  and  that  is 
is  all  that  is  requisite  under  the  act  of  18C3,  whicli  expressly 
provides  (§  1)  for  liens  in  favor  of  persons  employed  by  a 
contractor  or  sub-contractor.  The  work  done  and  materials 
furnished  by  them  being  admitttni,  and  the  value  of  their 
claims  were  properly  found  by  the  referee  to  be  valid  liens, 
prior  in  point  of  equity  to  that  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  act  of  the  13th  of  April,  1855,  declared  that  the  judg- 
ment should  direct  the  sale  of  the  interest  of  the  owner  in 
the  land  and  premises  upon  which  the  lien  existed,  to  the 
extent  of  the  right  of  the  owner  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of 
the  notice ;  and  this  being  a  statutory  provision^  it  had  to  be 
strictly  followed.  {Hauptman  agt.  Catling  20  N.  Y.  B.  247.) 
This  act  and  all  fonner  acts  are  repealed  by  the  act  of  1863, 
section  12,  except  so  far  as  it  may  be  necessary  to  carry  into 
effect  liens  acquired  before  the  act  of  1863  took  effect.  The 
lien  here  took  effect  under  the  act  of  1863,  and  that  act  con- 
tains no  such  provisions  as  the  one  referred  to  in  the  act  of 
1855,  but  simply  provides  (§  5)  that  judgment  shall  be  ren- 
dered according  to  the  equity  and  justice  of  the  claims 
of  the  respective  parties,  and  (§  9)  that  it  may  be  enforced 
by  an  execution,  on  which  the  property  on  which  the  lien 
is  adjudged    may  be  sold   and    the  proceeds    distributed 
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as  ordered  by  such  judgment  The  lien  becomes  abso- 
lute to  the  extent  of  the  right,  title  and  interest  which 
the  owner  had  in  the  premises  at  the  time  when  the- 
notice  was  filed,  which  interest,  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act,  cannot  be  directed  by  any  sale  or  transfer 
made  after  the  commencement  of  the  work  or  furnishing 
of  materials.  No  such  sale  or  transfer  exists  in  this  case,  the 
one  which  was  made  havingi  been  adjudged  to  have  been 
fraudulent  and  void ;  and  the  decree  therefore  directs  that 
tfie  premises  be  sold  under  execution,  and  provides  for  the 
manner  in  which  the  proceeds  shall  be  distributed,  which  is 
in  strict  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1863. 

It  remains  but  to  consider  the  exceptions  taken  to  the 
Admission  or  to  the  rejection  of  testimony.  Meehan  was 
asked  {foL  122)  if  joints  filled  with  putty  would  be  good 
workmanship.  No  foundation  had  been  laid  for  such  a  ques- 
tion; at  least  none  is  pointed  out,  and  I  have  failed  to  find 
any.  The  referee  therefore  ruled  correctly.  The  inquiry 
was  immaterial.  The  question  put  to  Meehan  (fol.  100), 
whether  he  could  have  finished  the  work  by  the  1 5th  of 
February,  if  the  delay  in  the  plastering  had  not  occurred, 
was  admissible,  as  bearing  upon  the  point  whether  Williams 
and  his  wife  had  or  had  not  assented  to  the  delay,  on  the 
account.  The  questions  put  to  Hargrove  and  Clare  {.folios 
^82,  725),  as  to  the  cost  of  hard  finish,  were  immaterial; 
but  the  inquiry  could  in  no  way  prejudice  the  other  defend* 
ants,  as  the  work  done  by  Hargrove  and  Clare,  and  the  value 
of  it,  was  admitted.  The  referee  awarded  them  only  the 
amount  claimed  and  sworn  to  in  their  answer,  which  was  not 
controverted  either  by  the  plaintiff  or  by  any  of  the  defend- 
ants. The  question  {folio  473),  whether  the  plaintiff  had  a 
quarrel  with  Roere,  a  real  estate  broker,  and  the  answer  to 
it,  is  too  trivial  for  consideration.  It  could  have  no  material 
bearing  upon  the  result  whether  the  question  was  admitted 
or  rejected,  and  it  was  wholly  immaterial  what  answer  was 
or  might  have  been  returned  to  it.     The  hearing  before  the 
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referee  covered  a  period  of  more  than  three  months,  and  the 
proceedings  in  the  case  embrace  over  nine  hundred  printed 
folios,  and  to  send  the  case  back  for  another  trial,  we  should 
require  something  more  grave  than  a  trivial  inquiry  like  this. 
{Forrest  agt.  Forrest,  25  N.  Y.  B.  510.) 

The  report  of  the  referee  should  be  affirmed. 


COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

Martha  Ernst,  executrix,  &c.  of  Hentrt  Ernst,  deceased, 
respondent,  agt.  The  Hudson  River  Railroad  Company, 
appellant. 

a  traveler  approaching  a  railroad  track  is  hound  to  use  his  eyes  and  hit  eare^  so  far  as 
there  is  opportunity. 

Neglxgtnee  in  a  railroad  company  in  the  giving  of  signals,  or  in  omitting  precautions 
of  any  kind,  \v\\\  not  ezcase  his  omission  to  be  diligent  in  such  use  of  his  own 
means  of  avoiding  danger ;  and  where,  by  such  use  of  his  senses,  the  traveler 
might  avoid  danger,  notwithstanding  the  neglect  to  give  signals  or  warning,  hit 
omUtion  it  concurring  negligence,  and  should  be  so  peremptorily  declared  by  the 
court ;  and  where  proof  of  this  is  clear,  the  plaintiff  thut  negligent  thould  be  non^ 
tuited. 

Where  the  question,  whether  the  traveler .  used  ordinary  care  and  prudence,  in  a 
given  case,  becomes  so  complicated  and  involves  so  many  details,  that  honest  and 
intelligent  men,  acting  without  bias  or  partiality,  in  a  single  and  sincere  desire  to 
determine  according  to  the  troth,  may  reasonably  differ  in  their  conclusions,  then 
the  question  should  be  left  to  the  jury. 

There  is  no  statute  or  rule  of  law  requiring  a  railroad  company  to  keep  a  Jlag-man 
at  the  crossing  of  a  highway,  to  give  notice  of  the  approach  of  a  train,  conse- 
quently, their  omission  to  do  so  is  not  negligence. 

March  Term,  18G8. 

Clerke,  J.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages 
against  the  defendant  for  negligently  causing  the  death  of  the 
plaintiff's  testator,  and  has  been  tried  four  times.  Upon  the 
first  trial  the  plaintiff  was  non-suited.  A  new  trial  having 
been  granted,  the  cause  was  tried  a  second  time,  and  the 
plaintiff  recovered  $2,500,  upon  which  judgment  was  entered. 
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This  was  reversed  in  the  court  of  appeals,  and  a  new  trial 
ordered.  On  the  third  trial  tho  plaintiff'  was  non-suited,  in 
accordance  with  the  decision  of  this  court.  This  was 
affirmed  at  the  general  term ;  but,  on  a  second  appeal  to  this 
court,  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  was  reversed,  and 
a  new  trial  ordered.  On  the  fourth  trial  the  plaintiff  had  a 
verdict  for  $5,000. 

The  judgment  upon  this  verdict  having  been  affirmed  at 
the  general  term,  the  defendant  appeals  to  this  court. 

The  judge  at  the  trial  charged  the  jury  that  the  first  ques- 
tion which  they  were  to  consider  was,  whether  the  defend- 
ant was  guilty  of  negligence  which  caused  the  death  of  the 
plaintifTs  testator.  On  this  question  there  was  conflicting 
evidence.  The  plaintifTs  witnesses,  and  some  of  the  defend- 
ant's, testified  that  they  did  not  hear  the  bell  or  whistle  pre- 
vious to  the  accident ;  while  the  engineer,  fireman,  and  track- 
master  testified  that  these  signals  were  given.  So  that  the 
question  relative  to  the  defendant's  negligence  was  properly 
left  to  the  jury. 

The  judge  added,  that  if  they  should  come  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  ^negligence,  then  the 
question  would  be,  was  the  deceased  free  from  negligence 
which  contributed  to  the  accident  ? 

The  defendant's  counsel  asked  the  court  to  charge — *^If 
the  deceased,  by  the  use  of  his  ordinary  faculties,  could  have 
discovered  the  train,  and  avoided  the  injury,  he  was  guilty 
of  negligence,  and  cannot  recover,"  and  this  the.court  accord- 
ingly charged. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  moved,  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  plaintiff^s  evidence,  for  a  pon-suit  on  the  ground — 
**  Ist.  That  there  was  no  proof  of  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the* defendant;"  and,  2d.  That  it  appeared  that  the  negli- 
gence or  want  of  care  of  the  plaintifTs  testator  contributed 
to  the  injury .''  The  motion  was  denied ;  it  was,  however, 
renewed  at  the  close  of  th6  whole  evidence,  and  was  then 
also  denied.    As  I  have  already  intimated,  there  can  be  no 
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doubt  that  the  question  regarding  the  defendant's  negligen6e 
was  properly  left  to  the  jury.  The  second  ground  of  th« 
motion  for  the  non-suit  is  more  plausible,  on  the  legal  prop- 
osition which  this  latter  question  involves.  I  cannot  discover 
any  diflerence  of  opinion  between  any  of  the  judges  by  whom 
this  case  has  been  considered.  AH  seemed  to  assume — at 
the  trial,  at  the  general  term,  and  in  the  court  of  appeals — 
that  the  plaintiff  must  make  out  a  clear  affirmative  case  of 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  unaccompanied  by 
any  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  deceased,  that  contributed 
to  the  injury;  and  the  question  now  is,  was  the  negligence 
of  the  deceased  so  obvious  and  uncontradicted  by  the  evi- 
dence, as  that  nothing  was  left  on  this  point  for  the  consid- 
eration of  the  jury.  I  cannot  find  any  substantial  difference 
in  the  evidence  bearing  on  this  point  adduced  at  the  trial 
before  the  last,  and  the  evidence  adduced  at  the  last  trial. 

There  were  some  more  witnesses  examined  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant.  Their  evidence,  perhaps,  tended  to  contra- 
dict that  of  the  plaintiff,  but  by  no  means  made  it  more  man^ 
ifest  that  the  judge  should  have  non-suited  the  plaintiff,  on 
the  ground  of  the  uncontradicted  negligence  of  the  deceased. 

At  the  last  trial  all  the  facts  were  proved  which  were 
proved  at  the  one  that  preceded  it ;  and  these  v«  ere  very 
succinctly  stated  in  the  following  synopsis  contained  in  the 
opinion  delivered  by  Judge  Hunt,  when  the  case  was  last  in 
this  court : 

"  On  the  day  in  question  the  deceased  drove  his  empty 
sleigh,  with  a  pair  of  horses,  into  the  village  of  Bath,  intend- 
ing to  cross  the  ferry  to  Albany.  The  boat  was  not  ready, 
and  he  fastened  his  horses  in  front  of  the  tavern,  and  went 
in.  In  a  short  time  notice  was  given  that  the  boat  was 
ready ;  his  associates  crossed  over  the  track  in  their  sleighs, 
one  of  them  remait)iug  near  the  track  to  assist  the  deceased, 
the  others  reaching  the  boat.  The  deceased  came  out,  un- 
hitched his  horses,  sat  upon  the  bottom  of  his  lumber  sleigh, 
drove  northerly  a  few  feet,  turned  westwardly,  drove  one 
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hundred  and  twelve  feet  toward  the  ferry,  wlien  he  reae 
the  railroad  track,  when  his  horses  were  struck  by  the  engine 
and  cars  going  southwardly,  his  horses  killed,  and  himself  so 
badly  injured  that  he  died  within  a  few  days  thereafter.  As 
he  drove  northwiirdly  from  the  hotel  he  couM  see  up  the 
nulroad  a  distance  of  thirty  rods.  After  turning  westwardly, 
toward  the  ferry,  and  going  a  short  distance,  the  view  of  the 
road  northerly  was  cut  off  by  the  station  house — a  building 
extending  about  fourteen  feet  in  a  direction  easterly  and 
-westerly.  As  the  deceased  approached  the  train,  he  was 
driving  on  a  moderate  trot ;  he  was  shouted  at  three  times 
by  a  man  standing  on  the  steps  of  a  store  adjoining  the  track^ 
that  the  cars  were  coming,  to  which  he  paid  no  apparent 
attention.  Whether  he  heard  or  understood  does  not  appear. 
One  of  the  railroad  hands  east  of  the  track  made  motions  to 
bim,  intended  by  the  maker  as  signals  to  stop ;  and  one  of 
his  own  comrades  (Simmons,  on  the  west  side  of  the  track^ 
made  signs  intended  by  him  to  effect  the  same  purpose.  The 
deceased  drove  on  at  a  moderate  trot  till  he  reached  the 
track.  The  train,  as  one  witness  testified,  was  running  at  a 
speed  of  forty  miles  per  hour,  which  would  carry  the  train 
over  the  thirty  rods  in  about  eight  and  a  half  seconds,  and 
over  fifty  rods  in  about  fourteen  and  one-sixteenth  seconds. 
The  deceased  was  a  frequent  passer  at  this  place ;  and  it  had 
been  the  established  custom  there  for  some  years,  that  a  flag- 
man, with  a  white  flag,  should  signal  the  approach  of  cars 
not  intended  to  stop,  and  with  a  red  flag  when  the  train  was 
expected  to  stop." 

On  these  same  facts,  which  appeared  on  the  trial  that  we 
are  now  reviewing,  we  are  now  asked  to  decide  that  the  judge 
should  have  non-suited  the  plaintifi^  when,  by  the  decision 
rendered  by  this  court,  on  its  last  consideration  of  the  case, 
it  was  held  that  the  facts  were  suflicient  to  carry  it  to  th^ 

No  new  proof  has  been  given  or  withheld ;  no  circumstan- 
ces have  occurred  which  could  justify  us  for  a  moment  to 
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overrule  the  former  decision.  Nothing  could  justify  this  but 
«  very  palpable  misapprehension  of  the  facts,  or  a  very  pal- 
pable mistake  of  the  law.  At  neither  trial,  indeed,  was 
there  any  positive  proof  that  the  deceased  directed  his  vision 
up  or  down  the  road.  But  may  he  not  have  done  so— nay,  do 
not  the  circumstances  make  it  probable  that  he  did  so  before 
he  reached  the  station,  which  then  obstructed  his  view  t 

We  have  seen  that  as  he  drove  northwards  from  the  hotel, 
he  could  see  up  the  railroad  a  distance  of  thirty  rods ;  and 
then,  seeing  no  approach  of  the  train,  nor  anything  indicat- 
ing its  approach,  he  ventured  to  cross.  We  are  to  infer  from 
the  verdict  at  the  last  trial  that  the  jury  decided  that  no 
whistle  was  sounded,  and  no  bell  rung  as  the  train  approach- 
ed the  crossing.  Now,  if  ever  there  was  positive  proof  that 
the  deceased  neglected  to  look  up  and  down  the  track,  would 
it  be  negligence  in  him  not  to  have  done  so,  in  the  absence 
of  the  customary  and  legally  required  signals  t  I  am  not 
awsive  that  this  court  has  decided,  or  that  there  is  a  current 
of  authority  anywhere  deciding,  that  when  a  railroad  com- 
pany neglects  to  give  these  signals,  the  want  of  ordinary  care 
can  be  imputed  to  a  person  crossing  the  track,  if  he  omits 
to  look  up  and  down  just  before  he  crosses.  The  absence 
of  the  accustomed  signals  is  calculated  to  impart  an  assur- 
ance of  safety,  particularly  to  one  who  is  in  the  habit  of 
crossing  the  same  spot  frequently,  and  who  perhaps,  has  never 
before  known  of  their  omission.  And  can  it  be  correctly 
alleged  that  he  is  guilty  of  negligence  if  he  abates  his  usual 
vigilance  under  such  circumstances  t 

I  think  it  would  not  be  unreasonable  to  recognize  such 
negligence  on  the  part  of  a  railroad  company  as  a  proper 
element  for  the  jury,  in  considering  all  the  circumstances 
relating  to  the  question  on  the  part  of  the  deceased.  Any 
contributory  negligence  of  a  person  attempting  to  cross,  no 
doubt  excuses  the  company,  whether  it  does  or  does  not  use 
the  required  signals,  or  is,  or  is  not,  guilty  of  any  other  neg- 
ligence.    But  I  repeat,  is  it  reasonable  to  impute  negligence 
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to  a  person  who  frequently,  for  years,  is  accustomed  to  hear 
signals,  if  he  omits,  on  one  occasion  when  they  are  withheld, 
to  look  up  or  down  the  road,  immediately  before  crossing  f 
At  all  events,  there  is  nothing  in  the  proof  to  show  that  the 
deceased  neglected  to  look  when  his  horaes,  on  turning  them 
round  from  the  place  where  they  were  hitched,  faced  the 
north,  and  when  he  had  an  unobstructed  view  of  the  cross- 
ing, and  of  the  railroad  track  for  thirty  rods  north  of  it. 

The  fact  that  the  witnesses  failed  to  observe  that  he  after- 
wards did  not  look  up  or  down  the  track  is  not  of  itself  cer- 
tain proof  of  the  want  of  ordinary  care  on  his  part. 

In  my  opinion  this  court,  in  its  last  review  of  this  case,  in 
no  respect  relaxed  the  salutary  rules  which  it  had  in  many 
previous  cases  adopted,  in  relation  to  the  negligence  of  per- 
sons who  are  on  railroads.  In  neither  of  the  opinions  deliv- 
ered on  that  occasion  is  the  rule  ignored  or  modified,  that 
when  the  injured  person  has  not  used  ordinary  care,  there 
can  be  no  recovery  against  the  company. 

They  only  in  effect  intimate,  that  what.is  want  of  ordinary 
care,  is  a  question  depending,  for  the  most  part,  upon  the 
facts  and  circumstances  of  each  particular  case. 

The  last  decision  in  this  case  (35  N*  Y.  R,  9)  is  not,  I 
think,  at  variance  substantially  with  the  legal  propositions 
and  deductions  of  the  previous  decision  (24  How.Pr.R.  97). 

The  latter  was  based,  evidently,  on  a  mistaken  statement 
of  the  facts,  which,  if  true,  would  have  justified  the  court  in 
concluding  that  the  deceased  was  guilty  of  negligence.  The 
real  facts,  and  the  facts  which  were  proved  at  the  last  trial^ 
I  repeat,  authorized  the  judge  to  send  the  issues  and  evidence 
to  the  jury,  in  conformity  with  the  decision  of  this  court  in 
its  last  review  of  this  case ;  and  if  he  had  not  done  so,  the 
non-suit  would  unquestionably  be  set  aside. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Woodruff,  J.  Without  attempting  to  extend  discus- 
sion in  a  case  which  has  been  the  subject  of  repeated  and 
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extended  discussion  already,  I  propose  to  state  briefly  the 
proposition  to  which  my  assent  is  given — ^for,  in  my  judg- 
ment, the  case  itself  involves  rather  the  application  of  set- 
tled principles  of  law  to  the  evidence,  than  any  serious  con- 
test about  the  principles  themselves. 

1st.  That  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  that  the  defend- 
ants were  guilty  of  negligence,  and  that  an  omission  to  ring 
the  bell  or  blow  the  whistle  on  approaching  a  road  crossing 
is  negligence,  is  not  disputed. 

Whether,  in  this  case,  the  defendants  did  or  did  not  ring 
the  bell  was  m  dispute,  and  the  testimony  was  conflicting. 
It  was  therefore  proper  to  leave  that  question  to  the  jury. 

2d.  The  charge  of  the  judge  seems  to  assume  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  keep  a  flag-man  at  the  cross- 
ing, to  give  notice  of  the  approach  of  the  train,  and  that  their 
omission  to  do  so  is  pure  negligence.  There  is,  I  think,  no 
auch  rule  of  law,  and  the  court  would  not  be  warranted  in 
giving  such  an  instruction  to  the  jury.  It  cannot  be  said, 
affirmatively,  that  any  such  duty  rests  upon  the  company. 
No  statute  requires  it.  The  company  have  the  right  to  run 
their  trains  carefully  and  prudently  on  the  track  which  they 
are  by  law  authorized  to  construct  and  use ;  and  if  they  do 
this,  then  it  is  the  duty  of  those  who  have  an  equal  right  to 
use  the  highw^ay  at  the  crossing  to  avoid  them,  provided 
they  give  the  warning  prescribed  by  the  statute. 

In  determining  whether  the  company  were  duly  and 
reasonably  careful  in  the  running  of  their  trains,  it  is  not 
necessarily  enough,  under  all  circumstances,  that  they  give 
the  statute  warning.  The  rules  of  the  common  law,  pre- 
scribing reasonable  care  in  the  exercise  of  their  own  right, 
that  others  also  in  the  careful  exercise  of  their  own  rights 
may  not  be  injured,  still  rests  upon  them ;  and  in  such  case, 
where  the  danger  to  others  is  greater,  as  in  cities  or  towns, 
may  require  them  to  slacken  their  speed  and  move  their 
pondereus  engines  with  very  great  caution  and  circumspec- 
tion, because  they  are  so  powerful  for  harm.     But,  doing 
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thisy  it  cannot  be  said  that  they  are  also  bound  to  place  a 
man  at  the  crossing,  in  addition  to  such  care  and  caution. 

True,  if  the  company  elect  to  do  so,  as  they  may  for  their 
own  convenience,  they  will  thereby  render  it  proper  to  run 
with  greater  speed  and  less  caution  on  the  part  of  ttie  man* 
agers  of  the  train.  But  the  law  does  not  require  it,  how- 
ever stringent  in  requiring  care  in  the  management  of  the 
train  itself.  But  there  is  no  exception  to  the  charge  in  this 
fcspecu. 

Besides,  the  company,  by  their  own  practice,  may  make  a 
law  for  themselves.  If  they  had  an  es  ablished  and  hitherto 
uniform  practice  on  the  subject,  which  was  notorious  and 
known  to  be  so,  then  to  withdraw  the  fiag-man  when  their 
own  conduct  had  justified  the  expectation  of  all  who  were 
in  the  habit  of  using  the  highway,  that  warning  by  the  flag 
would  be  given,  would  be  a  neglect  of  suitable  precaution, 
unless  increased  vigilance  and  care  in  the  management  of  the 
trains,  or  the  employment  of  other  means,  furnished  equiva- 
lent assurance  of  safety. 

3d.  That  if  the  testator  was  guilty  of  negligence  contrib- 
uting to  the  result,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  rscover, 
is  not  denied.  This  was  so  charged  on  the  trial.  The  ques- 
tion is  here,  do  the  proofs  clearly  establish  such  negligence, 
«o  that  the  court  should  have  granted  a  non-suit,  or  given  a 
peremptory  instruction  to  find  for  the  defendants? 

Whatever  I  might  conclude  to  be  the  preponderance  of 
the  evidence,  the  case  seems  to  me  one  in  which,  upon  this 
question,  honest,  intelligent  and  impartial  men  may  ration- 
oily  differ.  And  if  the  doubts  be  such  that  such  ilien,  acting 
under  a  sense  of  great  responsibility,  and  with  a  single  pur- 
pose to  arrive  at  the  truth,  may  reasonably  come  to  opposite 
conclusions,  then  it  is  proper  to  submit  the  question  to  the 
jury,  and  a  non-suit  should  not  be  ordered  by  the  court. 

A  traveler  approaching  a  railroad  track  is  bound  to  use  his 
eyes  and  his  ears,  so  far  as  there  is  opportunity. 

Negligence  in  the  railroad  company  in  the  giving  of  signals, 
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or  in  omitting  precautions  of  any  kind,  will  not  excuse 
his  omission  to  be  diligent  in  such  use  of  his  own  means  of 
avoiding  danger;  and  where,  by  such  use  of  his  senses,  the 
traveler  might  avoid  danger,  notwithstanding  the  neglect  to 
give  signals  or  warning,  his  omission  is  concurring  negli- 
gence, and  should  be  so  peremptorily  declared  by  the  court; 
ane  where  proof  of  this  is  clear,  the  plaintiff  thus  negligent 
should  be  non-suited. 

But  where  it  is  doubtful,  as  I  think  it  is  in  this  case,  under 
all  the  circumstances  testified  to,  whether  the  traveler  did  or 
did  not  look  up  and  down  the  track  as  far  as  he  could  see  it 
— whether,  in  the  short  distance  he  had  to  drive,  he  could, 
if  he  did  look,  see  the  approaching  train — whether  this  train 
came  into  view  (considering  the  speed  at  which  it  was  run- 
ning, according  to  the  testimony  of  some  of  the  witnesses), 
until  the  moment  when  he  reached  the  station-  house,  where 
his  view  was  necessasily  obstructed — whether  he  was  not 
misled  by  the  failure  of  the  company  to  show  the  flag,  as 
they  had  been  accustomed  to  do — ^whether  the  attempts 
made  to  stop  him  were  not,  under  the  circumstances,  liable 
to  misinterpretation,  and  might  not  be  reasonably  interpreted 
by  a  cautious  person  to  be  intended  to  hurry  him  forward,  so 
as  to  reach  the  ferry  boat  then  in  waiting,  instead  of  warn- 
ings to  stop ;  and  so  finally  the  question,  whether  he  used 
ordinary  care  and  prudence,  becomes  so  complicated  and 
involves  so  many  details,  that  honest  and  intelligent  men, 
atcing  without  bias  or  partiality,  in  a  single  and  sincere  de- 
sire to  determine  according  to  the  truth,  may  reasonably  dif- 
fer in  their  conclusions,  then  the  question  should  be  left  to 
the  jury. 

For  these  reasons  I  concur  in  the  results  at  which  other 
of  my  brethren  have  arrived,  viz. :  that  the  judgment  should 
be  affirmed. 

Bacon,  J.    I  concur  in  all  respects  in  the  foregoing  opinion^ 
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and  put  my  assenting  vote  for  affirmance   upon  the  same 
judgment. 

Mason,  J.  I  concur  in  this  opinion  in  all  respects,  save  I 
prefer  to  express  no  opinion  upon  the  question  whether,  un- 
der any  circumstances,  the  railroad  company  should  be  re- 
quired to  place  a  flag-man  at  a  road  crossing. 

All  affirm,  except  Qrover,  J. 

Affirmed. 


Note. — ^We  hnve  reported  this  ease  seyeral  times,  and  now  come  to  the  List  and 
final  decioion  in  it.  We  have  felt  more  interest  in  the  case  than  iu  most  other  sim- 
ilar cases,  for  the  reason  that,  being  a  native  citizen  of  the  southeast  part  of  Rens- 
selaer conniy  (Stephentowu — adjoining  the  town  of  Sandlake),  we  have  known, 
from  boyhood,  every  foot  of  groand  where  this  accident  occurred. 

Now,  let  US  see  what  evidence  the  jnry,  on  the  trial,  had  to  consider  and  dispose 
of,  in  order  to  And  that  there  was  not  any  negHgenct  on  the  part  of  Henry  Ernst,  the 
decenned,  which  contributed  to  the  injury  which  cansed  his  death,  and  entitled  the 
plaintiff,  his  widow  and  executrix,  to  a  verdict  of  $5,000  under  the  statute.  The 
testimony  as  stilted  by  Judge  Hunt,  referred  to  in  one  of  the  above  opinions,  is  very 
succinctly  nnd  undoubtedly,  correctly  stated.  It  agrees  in  substance,  nlthongh  less 
in  detail,  with  that  stated  by  Judge  Sutherland  in  his  dissenting  opinion,  when 
the  case  wns  formerly  before  this  court  (32  How,  263),  who  took  considerable  pains 
to  state  the  testimony  impartially  and  accurately.  According  to  the  testimony, 
Ernst,  nnd  Simmons  who  was  with  him,  came  out  of  Deerstyne's  tavern  at  Bath 
together;  Simmons  proceeded  on  foot  to  the  ferry  to  detain  the  boat,  and  remained 
near  the  track  to  assist  Ernst,  who  unhitched  his  horses  and  sat  npon  the  bottom 
of  his  sleigh  (Judge  Sutherland  states  that  he  sat  upon  a  board  across  the  box 
of  the  sleigh),  drove  northerly  a  few  feet,  then  turned  westwardly  nnd  drove  112 
feet,  when  he  reached  the  railroad  track — ^his  horses  were  struck  by  the  engine  and 
cars  going  southwardly,  and  the  injury  and  death  ensued.  The  testimony  shows 
that  the  railroad  truck  could  be  seen  northwardly  by  Ernst,  in  going  from  tne  tavern 
down  the  street  to  the  railroad  track  for  a  distance  of  thirty  rods,  nntil  he  got 
within  about  two  rods  of  the  station  honse,  when  he  could  see  further  up  the  track 
— a  distance  of  some  forty  or  fifty  rods.  It  did  not  appear  that  Ernst  looked  either 
»np  or  down  the  track  as  he  approached  it,  or  that  he  turned  his  head  either  way 
when  hallooed  to. 

Ernst  did  not  therefore,  "  nse  his  eyes  so  far  as  he  had  opportunity,"  and  this  ac- 
cording to  the  rule  of  law  laid  down  in  this  case,  was  negligence.  If  he  did  use  his 
eyes,  he  cohid  have  seen  the  cars  and  avoided  the  collision— by  stopping  his  horses; 
his  not  doing  so  was  equally  negltgenee.  It  would  be  a  violent  presumption  to  sup- 
pose that  he  did  not  hear  the  cars,  when  they  were  thundering  along  at  the  rate  01 
thirty  or  forty  miles  an  hour  within  thirty  rods  of  him.  If  he  did  hear  them  it  was 
negligence  in  not  stopping  nntil  the  cars  had  passed.  Again,  three  men,  at  least,  one 
on  his  right— Rouse,  one  on  his  left,  Hunter,  and  one  directly  in  front  of  him,  near 
ihe  track  and  west  of  it,  Simmons,  stood  hallooing  and  making  significant 
;{gns  for  him  to  keep  back,  to  stop ;  but  unheeding  these  palpable  and  signilicant* 
warnings,  Ernst  drove  ahead  and  was  killed ;  this  afipears  to  have  been  more  than 
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.       SUPREME  COURT. 
The  People  agt.  William  Payne. 

A  charge  to  the  jary  that  the  credibility  of  a  witness  was  a  matter  resting  witk 
themselveSf  irrespective  of  any  contradictions  that  might  appear  in  his  testimooy 
on  the  trial,  and  his  affidavit  on  a  former  occasion  : 

Seld,  enx)neous. 

New  Torh  General  Temty  Jult/y  1865. 

By  the  courtj  Sutherland,  J.  There  were  certainly  ma- 
terial discrepancies  between  the  affidavit  of  Knapp  before 
the  police  magistrate  and  his  evidence  on  the  trial ;  and  the 
evidence  tended  to  show  that  he  had  given  a  somewhat  dif- 
ferent account  of  the  transaction  in  conversations  with  vari- 
ous persons. 

The  prisoner  was  convicted  on  the  testimony  of  Knapp 
alone. 

According  to  the  return,  the  charge  of  the  city  judge  was 
as  follows :  "  You  have  heard  the  evidence  of  Knapp ;  you 
can  judge  by  his  manner,  and  by  his  statement  before  yon, 
what  degree  of  credit  you  will  give  to  his  testimony.  It  is 
a  matter  resting  purely  with  yourselves,  irrespective  of  any 

neglijcrence ;  it  might  properly  he  termed  recklessness,  or  daring.  To  say  that  Erasi 
probably  considered  these  demonstrations  as  urging  him  forward  to  gef  tlie  feny 
boat,  would  seem  to  be  a  forced  theory ;  for  men  do  not  osaally  make  soch  mistakes 
in  their  langaage  and  gestnreSi  under  the  strong  impulse  of  peril  and  danger,  aato 
convey  information  to  the  mind  the  very  reverse  of  that  they  intend.  BesideSi  who 
ever  heard  before,  that  the  prospective  loss  of  a  trip  on  a  ferry  boat  (which  would 
soon  return),  was  sufficient  canse  to  set  the  whole  neighborhood  into  violent  gesfic- 
Ttlations  of  danger  and  lonld  calls  of  alarm.  Yet,  absurd  as  this  may  seem,  it  is  pce- 
eisely  the  theory  which  the  jury  had  to  adopt  in  ^xculpating  Ernst  from  negligenee 
or  want  of  proper  care,  and  to  enable  them  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiflT.  The 
more  natural  and  plausible  theory,  as  it  seems  to  ue,  would  be  to  suppose  that  Ernst, 
having  traveled  that  road  often  for  a  number  of  yean,  and  probably  having  crossed 
the  railroad  snfely  in  frant  of  and  near  the  engine  many  times,  thought,  as  the  f^rry 
boat  was  waiting  for  him  only,  he  would  run  the  risk  of  crossing  before  the  cam 
came  along,  althongh  they  were  close  upon  him,  as  it  is  an  Laviting  plaoe  to  d»  ao  ^ 
when  the  fen-y  boat  is  waiting. 
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contradictions  that  may  have  taken  place  either  at  the  police 
office  or  in  his  statements  as  to  his  visits  to  the  house  in 
Cherry  street.'^ 

It  appears  to  me  that  this  was,  in  substance,  instructing 
the  jury  that,  in  judging  of  the  credit  to  be  given  to  Knapp's 
testimony,  they  must  disregard  the  discrepancies  between 
the  aflBdavit  and  his  testimony,  and  his  contradictory  state- 
ments. 

If  the  jury  probably  and  naturally  inferred  that  the  charge 
meant  this,  there  must  be  a  new  trial. 

I  cannot  see  what  other  construction  can  be  put  upon  the 
fcharge.  The  word  irrespective  means,  not  regardmg,  or 
considering,  regardless  of. 

The  district  attorney,  I  have  no  doubt,  had  a  right  to 
read  the  whole  affidavit  to  the  jury,  but  I  think  there  must 
be  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  the  error  in  the  charge  of 
the  judge. 

Leonard,  J.  I  think  the  word  "  irrespective"  was  prob- 
ably intended  by  the  judge  to  mean  "uncontrolled,"  and 
that  the  juiy  well  enough  understood  that  their  discretion 
was  not  controlled  by  the  contradictions  of  the  witness,  so 
that  they  were  precluded  from  crediting  him. 

It  may  have  been  otherwise,  and  as  Judge  Sutherlaijd 

Tbe  history  of  this  case  illnstmtes  the  saccessfal  resalts  which  often  accrae  to 
fnithfnl  and  etirnest  (or  Ernst)  perseverance.  The  benefits,  however,  which  arise 
from  It.  in  a  Ieg>il  point  of  view,  are  of  great  importance.  It  settles  tiie  law  that  a 
tmveler  approaching  a  railroad  track  is  bonnd  to  use  his  eyes  and  his  ears,  so  fur  as 
there  is  opportonily  ;  thas  re  establing  the  very  sensible  proposition  laid  down  by 
Judge  £.  Darwin  Smith,  when  this  case  wait  before  the  court  on  a  former  occasion 
(24  Bote.  97),  and  which  was  somewhat  snmmanly  disposed  of  afierwards,  when  the 
case  was  again  beforeihe  coart  (32  ffow.  61),  to  wit :  "  In  the  judgment  and  opin- 
ion of  a  majority  of  men,  common  prudence  forbids  the  attempt  by  any  person,  to 
cross  the  track  of  a  railroad  in  constant  use,  without  first  taking  the  precaution  to 
look  both  ways  npou  the  track,  and  see  and  a.<H;ertJiin  that  a  train  is  not  approaching 
in  either  direction  ;  and  the  omission  to  do  so  is,  per  m,  gross  negligence,  in  view 
of  the  danger  to  be  avoided,  and  the  fatal  consequences  involved  in  any  accident 
resulting  from  such  omission.*'    Rsp. 
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has  come  to  a  diflTerent  conclusion  the  question  cannot  be 
considered  free  from  doubt.     The  prisioner  is  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  doubt.     I  concur  that  the  verdict  should  be 
set  aside  and  a  new  trial  be  had. 
BarnarD;  J.,  dissented. 


Note.— We  had  intended,  in  the  last  volome— 35  HowarcPt  Practice  R^porU,  tt 
have  referred  to  the  Digest  contained  in  this  work.  Ftom  and  inclading  ihe  30ih 
Tolnme,  the  Digest  in  each  Tolame,  has  comprised  a  full  and  complete  digest  of  all 
tke  ceuet  reported  in  the  respective  volames  of  reports  therein  mentioned.  The  cop- 
tion  to  the  digest  in  each  of  the  volnroes  of  this  work,  from  and  including  the  30th, 
is  calculated  to  mislead,  as  it  says:  "Digest  of  the  Points  of  Practice  and  Other 
Important  questions,  contained  in  the  following  reports.**  When,  in  fact,  it  shonld 
read  (as  it  will  hereafter) :  *'  Digest  of  all  the  Decisions  contained  in  the  following 
reports."    Rbpobtkxl 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Danibl  FnzQEBALD;  respondent  agt.  Charles  Rjbdfield," 

appellant. 

Words  impating  to  a  meehanie  want  of  skill  or  knowledge  in  hk  craft  are  actionable 
perse. 

Tbosy  where  the  defendant  puhliclj  uttered  the  following  words  of  and  eonoeming' 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  mason  by  trade,  to  wit :  that  he  "  eonld  not  make  a  good 
wall  or  do  a  good  job  of  plastering ;  that  he  was  no  workman  and  was  no  mechanic 
but  only  a  botch ;  that  he  did  not  want  plaintiff  to  impose  himself  upon  the  people 
of  HomellsTilie  as  a  mason,  when  he  was  not,  bat  only  a  botch  ":  Held^  actionable 
perse. 

Seventh  District  General  Terniy  June^  1868. 

JPtesenty  E.  D.  Smith,  Johnson  and  J.  C.  Smith,  Justices. 

This  is  an  action  for  slander.  The  plaintiff  alleges  that 
the  defendant  said  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  who  is  a 
mason  bf  trade  and  occupation,  that  he,  plaintiff,  '^  could  not 
'^make  a  good  wall  or  do  a  good  job  of  plastering;  that  he 
"  was  no  workman  and  was  no  mechanic,  but.  only  a  botch ; 
'Hhat  he  did  not  want  plaintiff,  Fitzgerald,  to  impose  himself 
*'  upon  the  people  of  Homellsville  as  a  mason,  when  he  was 
"not,  but  only  a  botch."  The  action  was  by  consent 
referred  to  H.  Holliday,  Esq.,  referee,  before  whom  the  same 
was  tried.  The  referee  found  for  the  plaintiff  $50  damages, 
and  costs.  Judgment  being  entered  upon  the  repojrt,  the 
defendant  appealed. 

Hakes  ft  Stevens,  for  defendant^  appellant. 

Appeal  hj  defendant  from  a  Judgment  entered  npon  the  report  of  a  referee. 

Action  for  slander,  in  charging  that  the  plaintiff,  being  a  mason  bj  trade  and  oeea< 
pation,  **  could  not  make  a  good  wall  or  do  a  good  job  of  plastering  ,*  that  he  was  no 
workman  and  was  no  mechanic,  bnt  only  a  botch/' 

The  referee,  without  finding  that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  any  special  damagea 
or  finding  as  one  of  the  facts  any  damage  sustained,  found  as  a  conclusion  of  law 
that  the  words  were  false  and  slanderous,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  $30 
damages,  for  which  the  plaintiff  recoTered  judgment. 

I.  The  alleged  slanderous  words  are  not  actionable  jotr  se.  To  say  of  the  plaintiff 
that  he  is  *'  no  mechanic,  bat  only  a  botch/'  does  not  in  any  manner  affect  the  pkua 
Voifc  XXXVL  7 
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tSff't  character.  It  involyes  no  charge  of  moral  tarpitad«.  It  ohargei  no  misooB- 
doct  in  his  trade  or  occupation.  '*  To  make  the  speaking  of  the  words  wrongful  thejr 
most  in  their  nature  be  defamatorj/'  ( Vicar  agL  Wilcoctt  8  £kut,  I ;  17  A:  F.  54; 
MaOlock  agt  Milier,  2  Barb.  630.) 

'  It  necessarily  follows  that  the  words  most  be  disparaging  to  character.  It  will  be 
teen  that  in  all  the  cases  where  words  are  actionable  per  te  hj  reason  of  being 
a^en  concerning  one's  trade  or  occnpation,  except  the  learned  profesuons,  or 
tradesmen  whose  business  it  is  to  boy  and  sell,  the  slanderous  words  in  some  wajr 
affected  the  character,  by  charging  dishonesty  or  miscoudnot  in  the  business. 

In  the  ease  of  Fwler  agt.  Boteai  {dO  Jf,  Y.  B.  SO),  the  alleged  slanderous  words 
barged  ihe  plaintiff  with  dishonesty  as  a  clerk.  In  this  case  the  court  states  the 
mle  to  be  as  follows:  ".Any  chaige  of  dishonesty  against  an  individual,  in  connec- 
tion with  his  bosinessi  whereby  hyt  character  in  such  business  may  be  injuriously 
affected,  is  actionable."  (Approving ^  Van  Tatnl  agt  Capr<mt  1  2>e».  250.)  In  this 
dMC  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  justice  of  the  peace,  was  chaiged  as  being  a  blackleg, 
and  being  in  a  combination  to  cheat  strangers.  Judgment  was  given  for  the  defend- 
ant and  this  rule  recognised,  viz :  *'  Where  words  are  actionable  only  on  account  of 
the  official  or  professional  character  of  the  plaintiff,  it  i^  not  enough  that  they  tend 
to  injure  him  in  his  office  or  calling,  but  they  must  relate  to  bis  official  or  business 
character,  and  impute  misconduct  to  him  in  that  character."  In  Bwrtck  agt. 
Jftekerwn  (17  JbAa.  217),  the  chaige  against  a  blacksmith  of  keeping  false  books 
implied  misconduct 

The  definition  of  the  term  slander  perss,  as  stated  in  the  elementary  works,  that 
it  consists  in  falsely  and  malleioosly  charging  another  with  the  commission  of  somb 
public  offense,  or  the  breach  of  some  public  trust,  or  with  any  matter  in  relation  to 
his  particular  trade  or  vocation,  and  which,  if  true,  wonld  render  him  unworthy 
ef  employment,  will  not,  in  the  light  of  the  adjudged  cases,  include  this  case.  The 
phrase  '*  unworthy  of  employment,"  when  applied  to  a  mechanic  or  laborer,  must 
evidently  have  reference  to  moral  unfitness  in  connection  with  the  vocation,  and  not 
to  the  relative  degree  of  ability  or  skill  to  labor.  If  otherwise,  it  would  be  very 
unsafe  to  discuss  by  comparison  or  otherwise  the  relative  ability  of  mechanics  to 
labor. 

IL  The  facts  found  by  the  referee  do  not  aothoriie  the  first  conclusion  of  law 
fMmd  by  him  in  his  report  The  words  spoken,  as  found  by  the  referee,  were  not 
iUse  and  slanderous,  and  uttered  with  intent  to  injure  the  plaintiff  in  his  business, 
as  matter  of  law.  The  fkct  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  mason  by  trade  and  occopatioB 
does  not  determine  any  particular  degree  of  skill  or  ability  as  a  mechanic  of  which 
courts  will  take  judicial  notice,  either  to  make  a  wall  or  do  a  job  of  plastering.  The 
word  '*  botch,"  when  applied  to  a  mason,  is  not  a  very  savage  term.  It  refers  to  the 
work  done,  and  not  to  the  person.  Webster  defines  it  as  '*A  patch,  or  the  part  of  a 
garment  patclied  or  mended  in  a  clumsy  manner ;  ill  finished  work  in  mending.'* 
The  other  words  are  words  of  comparison.  Not  any  of  the  alleged  words  imply 
tnalice,  as  matter  of  law.  They  do  not  charge  the  plaintiff  with  any  illegal  or 
immoral  act  nor  are  they  sufficiently  censorious  to  base  an  action  of  slander  upon. 
{EaUadt  agt.  Jft7<er,  Mpra.) 

111.  The  referee,  not  having  found  as  a  fhct  that  the  plaintiff  sustained  any  dam- 
age, was  not  authorized  to  find  as  he  did,  in  his  report,  that,  as  matter  of  law,  "  the 
plaintiff,  in  consequence  thereof,  has  sustained  damages  in  the  sum  of  $50."  If  the 
words  were  actionable  without  any  special  damage,  as  matter  of  law,  the  plaintiff 
only  sustained  nominal  damages.  The  statute  (Codt,  ^  272)  is  imperative  that  the 
teferae  shall  find  bis  conclusions  of  fact  sad  law  separately.  The  referee  has  com- 
plied with  this  statute.    After  the  referee,  who  is  ihe  court,  has  declared  the  law» 
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from  the  &et8  foand,  that  the  plaintiff  has  lostained  $50  damages,  the  plaintiff  is  not 
«t  Ifbertj  to  elaim  that  the  eonrt  intended  aometbing  different  from  that  stated  in  the 
written  report,  which  is  equivalent  to  a  decision  of  the  snpreme  eonrt,  to  stand  as 
fStuB  law  of  the  ease,  until  feversed. 

rV.  The  referee  erred  in  denying  the  motion  tar  a  nonsuit,  and  in  oyerrnling  the 
defendant's  objections  to  any  evidence  being  given  under  the  complaint 

Y.  The  referee  erred  in  overruling  the  defendant's  questions  put  to  Henry  S. 
^Vishy. 

VI  It  is  therefore  daimed,  on  behalf  of  the  dsfendant,  that  the  judgment  shonld 
Be  reversed,  and  the  order  of  reference  vacated. 

Bemis  &  Neab^  for  plaintiff j  respondent. 

t.  The  respondent  iosfftts  that  the  wordi  laid  in  the  eomplamt,  and  foond  proved 
by  the  referee,  are  actionable  per  m. 

In  the  conversation  had  with  the  witness  Wiles,  the  defendant,  among  other 
things,  saSd  *'  that  the  plaintiff  was  no  mechanic,  and  bad  done  nothing  in  that  line 
except  carry  the  hod  till  he  came  to  Homellsville ;  that  he  was  not  down  on  him, 
but  did  not  want  him  to  impose  on  the  people,  when  he  was  no  mecbanio,  hut  only 
a  botch ;  that  Wiles  had  better  get  Pinch  to  do  the  work ;  that  if  it  was  not  for  hii 
tmsting  out  his  work  he  would  not  get  any.*' 

In  conversation  with  the  witness  Frisby,  the  defendant  said  ''that  the  plaintiff 
eonld  not  make  a  good  wall  or  a  good  job  of  plastering,  and  that  he  was  no  work- 
Bian ;  that  he  was  a  botch." 

These  eonversatione  were  dJreced  very  plainly  to  the  plaintiff  in  his  vocation  or 
frmZe,  and  are  olearly  so  directed  with  a  view  to  prevent  hie  being  employed  by 
Wiles  and  Friebyf  and  are  connected  with  much  other  conversation  tending  to 
injure  the  phiintiff  in  his  business,  and  dhowin^  malice. 

There  is  no  doubt  or  dispute  about  the  plaintiff's  being  at  the  time  engitged  in  oar- 
rying  on  the  business  of  a  mason  for  a  livelihood. 

That  is  slanderous  which,  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  business,  **  may  impair  or 
Hurt  his  trade  or  livelihood."    {Bladttlonet  Com,  3tf  hoch^  p.  123.) 

Also  it  u  slanderous  to  charge  another  with  **  any  matter  in  regard  to  his  trade  or 
TOcationwhicb,if  true,  would  render  him  unworthy  of  employment."  (1  Kait'i  Com. 
028,  9th  td.;  1  StarlU  an  Slander,  pp.  136  and  137.)  "  The  action  extends  to  words 
^wken  of  a  person  in  any  lawfbl  employment"  (1  StarkU,  127.)  **The  humility 
of  the  employment  or  occupation  is  no  objection,  either  in  law  or  reason,  to  the 
ifction."  {Id.  p,  128.)  "  llie  words  are  actionable,  whether  they  relate  to  the  plahi- 
tiff's  honesty,  his  credit,  or  the  exeellence  of  the  wares  in  which  he  deals.    {Id.) 

The  words  '*  He  knows  not  how  to  make  a  watch  "  are  actionoble.   (1  Moody,  19.) 

To  accuse  a  midwife  of  ignorance  is  actionable.    (1  Vent  21.) 

To  say  a  physician  is  no  scholar  is  actionable.    (6  Bacon' $  Ahriigemmt,  215.) 

These  eases  sufficiently  answer  the  appellant's  claim,  that  words,  to  be  actionable, 
must  impute  moral  turpitude. 

IL  But  special  damages  are  alleged  and  proved  as  laid  in  the  complaint  This 
might  properly  be  shown,  either  as  the  gist  of  the  action  or  as  matter  of  aggrava* 
tion.    <2  Siarkve  on  Slander,  a.  62.) 

WOes  shows  the  loss  of  his  work  by  the  plaintiff  wholly  ftom  the  words  spoken 
%y  the  defendant 

Frisby's  evidence  shows  the  same  as  to  his  work.  Loss  of  a  customer  is  special 
damage.    (1  iSitarifctfoaiSVinMfer,ji.233;  1  IT^jmI  506;  2Bktf,309.) 
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The  aflsertioD  made  by  the  defendani's  counsel,  that  Wiles  and  Friibj  did  not  own 
the  lots  where  the  work  was  done,  was  without  any  force,  as  it  coald  not  be 
material  who  had  title,  so  long  as  Wiles  and  Frisby  employed  the  men,  and  gave 
out  or  withheld  employment,  as  they  saw  fit  As  to  these  parties,  it  was  the  woric 
of  whoeyer  exercised  the  power  of  employing  the  workmen,  as  that  power  was  all 
that  was  material  in  this  case. 

III.  Teneilliger  agt  Wand  (17  N.  Y.  34)  and  EulUek  agt.  UUltr  (3  Boxhomr,  630) 
have  no  application  to  a  case  where  the  words  relate  to  the  plaintiff  t»  Ku  voeatwm 
or  trade. 

Each  of  these  decisions  rests  upon  grounds  entirely  without  force  or  application  in 
this  case. 

IV.  No  exception  a^n  be  avfiilnMe  that  the  conversation  alleged  with  Frisby  took 
place  at  a  different  time  from  that  set  oat  in  the  complaint.  It  not  being  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations,  "  the  allegation  of  time  is  immateriaL    (22  Barb.  87.) 

V.  There  is  a  very  malignant  feeling  shown  in  this  case  on  the  part  of  the  defend> 
ant,  and  nothing  has  been  shown  to  justify  or  in  any  manner  mitigate  the  slander. 
It  in  therefore  submitted  that  the  judgment  is  a  very  moderate  one,  and  no  reason 
fxists  why  the  finding  of  the  referee  and  the  judgment  thereon  should  be  disturbed. 

By  tlie  courts  James  C.  Smith,  J.  The  plaintiff  is  a  mason 
by  trade  and  occupation,  and  carries  on  his  trade  as  a  means 
of  livelihood.  The  defendant  at  various  times  uttered  words 
charging  the  plaintiff  with  gross  want  of  skill,  knowledge 
and  capacity  in  his  craft,  and,  among  other  things,  said  of 
him  'Hhat  he  was  no  mechanic;  that  he  could  not  make  a 
^^  good  wtill  or  do  a  good  job  of  plastering;  that  he  was  no 
"  workman,  and  that  he  was  a  botch." 

The  only  question  is,  whether  the  the  words  proved,  hav- 
ing been  publicly  spoken  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff  and 
of  his  trade,  are  actionable  ^er  se.  It  is  claimed  by  the  coun- 
sel for  the  appellant  that  they  are  not  actionable,  as  they 
involve  no  charge  of  moral  turpitude  or  of  misconduct  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  trade  or  occupation,  and  there- 
fore do  not  in.  any  manner  affect  his  character.  But  in 
actions  founded  on  this  species  of  defamation,  the  question  is 
not  whether  the  plaintiff  has  suffered  in  his  general  reputa- 
tion; it  is  whether  he  has  been  prejudiced  in  his  employ- 
ment. It  is  said  by  a  learned  author,  that,  if  the  injurious 
words  clearly  relate  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  occupation^  they 
are  actionable,  whether  they  affect  his  integrity,  his  know- 
ledge, skill  or  diligence,  his  credit,  or  the  subject  matter  in 
which  he  deals,     {Starhk  on  Slander^  130.) 
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It  is  contended,  however,  by  the  appellant's  coapsel  that 
the  rule  above  stated  extends  only  to  words  spoken  of  men 
in  their  office  or  profession,  and  does  not  apply  where  the 
employment  is  of  a  mere  mechanical  nature.  But  that  is 
not  the  law.  The  only  distinction  between  the  learned  pro- 
fessions and  mere  mechanical  occupations,  in  respect  to  the 
nature  of  the  words  necessary  to  maintain  the  action,  is 
stated  by  the  same  author,  thus:  "Where  the  office,  profes- 
^'  sion  or  employment  of  the  plaintiff  requires  great  talent 
'^  and  high  mental  attainment,  general  words  imputing  want 
"  of  ability  are  actionable,  without  express  reference  to  his 
"  particular  character,  for  they  necessarily  include  an  ability 
^^  to  discharge  the  duties  of  such  a  situation ;  but  when  the 
^^  employment  is  of  a  mere  mechanical  nature,  the  words,  to 
*'  be  actionable,  must  be  applied  to  it  clearly  and  unequivo- 
"cally."  {Page  136.)  The  author  refers  to  several  cases 
illustrating  each  branch  of  the  rule.  Thus,  on  the  one  baud, 
it  has  been  held  that  to  say  of  a  barrister  generally  that  he  is 
a  "dunce"  is  actionable,  the  word  dunce  being  commonly 
taken  to  mean  a  person  of  dull  capacity,  who  is  not  fit  to  be 
a  lawyer.  {Peard  agt.  JohneSy  Cro.  Car,  382.)  So  to  say 
of  a  physician  that  he  is  "no  scholar^  is  actionable,  a  learned 
education  being  considered  to  be  an  essential  qualifica.tion 
in  the  medical  profession.  (6  Bae.  Ah.  215.)  On  the  other 
hand,  it  has  been  held  that  it  is  actionable  to  say  of  an 
apothecary  "It  is  a  world  of  blood  he  has  to  answer  for  in 
this  town ;  through  his  ignorance  he  did  kill  a  woman  and 
two  children  at  Southampton;"  and  to  say  of  a  midwife 
"Many  have  perished  for  her  want  of  skill;"  these  words 
being  spoken  with  reference  to  the  particular  occupation  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  clearly  imputing  a  want  of  knowledge,  skill 
or  diligence  in  its  exercise. 

In  the  case  of  Bedman  agt.  Pyne  (1  Mod.  19),  the  words 
spoken  of  a  watchmaker  were  "  He  is  a  bungler,  and  knows 
"  not  how  to  make  a  good  piece  of  work."  After  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff;  the  words,  on  motion,  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
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were  held  by  the  court  not  to  be  actionable,  not  haying  been 
laid  to  be  of  the  plaintiff's  trade.  But  it  was  said  that,  had 
the  words  been  ^'He  knows  not  how  to  make  a  good  watch,' 
Oiey  would  have  been  actionable. 

Upon  authority,  therefore,  words  imputing  to  a  mechanic 
want  of  skill  or  knowledge  in  his  craft  are  actionable  per  scj 
if  they  are  clearly  shown  to  have  been  spoken  with  reference 
to  the  plaintiff's  occupation,  and  the  employment  is  onf 
requiring  peculiar  knowledge  and  skill*  In  this  respect,  the 
authorities  recognize  no  distinction  between  a  learned  profes- 
sion and  a  mechanical  trade,  and  manifestly  there  is  none  in 
principle. . 

In  the  present  case,  not  only  do  the  words  themselves  dis- 
tinctly refer  to  the  plaintiff's  trade,  but  the  referee  has  found 
the  fact  that  they  were  spoken  of  and  concerning  the  plain* 
tifi,  and  of  his  occupation  as  a  mason. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed 
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In  the  Matteb  op  the  Election*  op  Trustees  op  The 
Pioneer  Pape^  Company. 

Id  proceedings  to  set  aside  an  eleotion  of  trnetees  of  a  corporation,  under  9  Revised 
Statntes,  600,  section  $,  the  corporation  mnst  be  a  )party,  and  is  entitled  to  notioe 
of  the  proceeding. 

Saratoga  Special  Term^  Septembery  1863. 

Before  Bogkes^  Justice. 

The  Pioneer  Paper  Company  was  organized  April  1, 1889, 
as  a  corporation,  under  the  general  statutes  of  1848|  with  a 
capital  of  $30,000,  divided  into  300  shares. 

The  articles  of  association  provided  for  three  trustees,  aud 
that  its  general  place  of  business  should  be  Milton,  Saratoga 
county.      ^ 
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The  by-laws  provided  that  the  elections  should  be  held  the 
Becond  Tuesday  of  March. 

At  the  March  electiooy  1663,  four  trustees  were  elected| 
without  objection,  viz:  Parks^  Buchanan,  Comstock  and 
Wilson ;  and  Parks  was  elected  president,  and  Wilson  qecrQ«> 
tary. 

Shortly  after,  the  trustees  could  not  agree  in  the  manage- 
ment of  its  affairs,  and  two  voted  against  the  other  two  upoo 
most  every  question. 

Buchanan  then  moved  to  set  aside  the  election,  upon 
papers  directed  to  and  served  upon  each  of  the  other  three 
trustees. 

At  the  hearing  aU  of  the  four  trustees  were  personally 
present 

A.  Pond,  attorney  Jhr  Comstock  and  Wilson^  objected,  that 
the  papers  were  not  directed  to  the  corporation,  and  that 
they  were  not  parties  on  the  record. 

E.  F.  Bollard,  attorney  for  Buchanan^  cited  6  Cowenj 
426,  and  contended  that,  as  all  four  of  the  trustees  had  been 
served  and  were  then  in  court,  it  was  equivalent  to  making 
the  corporation  a  party. 

The  Court  heldj  that  it  was  necessary  that  the  corpora- 
tion should  be  a  party  on  the  record  ^s  well  as  the  trusteeii, 
to  that  one  motion  and  decision  would  bind  all  parties. 

Motion  denied,  with  $10  costs,  without  prejudice  to  renew 
the  same. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Election  of  The  Pionbeb  Paper 

Company. 

Ob  tb€  hearing  of  an  application  to  set  aside  an  election,  ander  section  5  of  the  stat- 
Qte  in  reference  to  corporations,  the  coort  may  receive  proof  by  affidavit,  or  oral 
proof,  in  its  discretion,  or  both. 

Schenectady  Special  Temiy  Septewiber^  1863. 

Before  Potter,  Justice. 

The  Baroe  iratter  as  in  the  last  case  was  brought  up  on 
order  to  show  cause,  the  corporation  being  made  a  party. 

At  the  hearing,  the  counsel  for  Buchanan  read  the  affida- 
vits and  papers,  copies  of  which  had  been  served. 

The  counsel  for  Comstock  and  Wilson  read  affidavits  in 
answer. 

The  counsel  for  Buchanan  then  proposed  to  give  oral 
proof  in  reply,  v^hich  was  objected  to,  but  allowed  by  the 
court. 

At  the  suggestion  of  counsel  for  the  defense,  the  latter 
decision  was  made  in  the  form  of  an  order,  so  that  an  appeal 
could  be  taken  therefrom ;  and  the  matter  was  then  adjourned 
until  October  16,  and  the  said  Comstock  and  Wilson  appealed 
from  the  latter  order,  which  was  argued  and  decided  at  the 
St.  Lawrence  general  term,  October  6, 1863,  where  the  order 
was  affirmed,  with  costs. 

October  16,  1863,  the  matter  was  further  heard  upon  the 
merits,  before  Justice  Potter,  at  special  term,  and  oral  evi- 
dence taken  on  both  sides. 

Afterwards  the  court  denied  the  application,  with  costs,  on 
the  ground  that  the  four  trustees  were  elected  without  objec- 
tion, and  that  it  did  not  affirmatively  appear  that  the  corpo- 
ration would  be  injured  merely  from  the  fact  that  upon 
many  questions  the  trustees  were  a  tie  in  their  votes. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  op  the  Election  op  The  Pioneer  Paper 

Company. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  stockholders  of  a  oorporation  to  elect  trostees,  the  penoD  first 
nominating  a  chaira<au  is  entitled  to  declare  who  is  elected  such  chairman,  with- 
out regard  to  the  question  whether  he  is  elected  by  a  majority  of  stockholders  or 
■hares  TOting. 

Thb  court  cannot  review  the  regularity  of  the  election  of  a  chairman,  but  only  the 
•lection  of  trustees. 

If  the  opposing  party  do  not  acquiesce  in  the  party  first  mored  and  declared  elected, 
bnt  organize  another  meeting,  instead  of  offering  to  vote  at  first  meeting,  they 
waive  all  objections  to  the  first  election. 

On  declaring  which  trustees  are  reflrularly  eleeted,  this  court,  under  the  statute,  has 
farther  power  to  enjoin  the  other  trustees  from  acting,  and  to  compel  them  to 
deliver  the  corporate  property  to  the  trustees  declared  elected. 

Schenectady  General  Temtj  May^  1864. 

Before  Potter,  Bockes,  James  an^d  Rosekrans,  Justices. 

This  waa  a  motion  made  at  the  Saratoga  special  term, 
before  Justice  Bockes,  April  7,  1864,  to  declare  Wilson, 
Comstock  and  Strever  elected  trustees  of  said  Pi'>neer  Paper 
Company,  March,  1864. 

The  facts  appearing  before  the  court  were  that  Wilson 
owned  47  shares ;  £.  Comstock,  40  shares ;  S.  A.  Parks,  10 
rhares;  Jane  Buchanan,  10  shares;  and  S.  A.  Parks  k  Co. 
originally  193  shares.  The  firm  consisted  of  Parks  and 
Buchanan  when  the  stock  was  taken,  in  April,  1659.  In 
December,  1859,  Buchanan  surrendered  113  shares  of  that 
stock,  and  procured  new  scrip  in  his  own  name.  The  other 
85  shares  remained  in  the  name  of  S.  A.  Parks  k  Co. 

In  June,  1863,  Parks  assigned  his  interest  in  said  stock  to 
E.  Comstock,  and  he  brought  an  action  in  the  supreme  court 
to  sot  aside  the  transfer  to  Buchanan  of  said  113  shares. 

On  the  7th  of  March,  1864,  a  judgment  was  entered  at 
special  term  directing  Buchanan  to  surrender  said  scrip  and 
transfer  said  ]  13  shares  to  Comstock  and  himself  jointly, 
without  prejudice  to  any  equities  between  Buchanan  and 
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Parks,  when  it  should  be  determined  in  a  future  action,  to 
which  Parks  might  be  a  party,  who  should  be  entitled  to 
said  stock. 

Buchanan  at  once  appealed  from  said  judgment  to  th^ 
general  term,  and  stayed  the  proceedings  on  said  judgment 
before  the  same  was  executed. 

At  the  election,  Comstock  moved  that  Wilson  be  elected 
chairman  of  the  meeting  of  stockholders,  and  voted  40  shares 
in  his  favor.  Buchanan  and  Parks  voted  against  Wilson 
as  chairman;  and  if  said  113  votes  standing  in  the  name  of 
Buchanan,  or  the-  85  shares  standing  in  the  name  of  S.  A. 
Parks  &  Co.,  were  counted,  the  said  Wilson  was  voted  down. 
Comstock  declared  Wilson  was  elected  chairman,  and  Parks 
and  Buchanan  declared  he  was  not,  and  then  organized  a 
new  meeting,  electing  Parks  as  chairman.  At  this  meeting, 
Parks,  Buchanan  and  Blood  were  elected  trustees  by  the  213 
votes.  At  the  meeting  presided  over  by  Wilson,  himself, 
Comstock  and  Strever  were  elected  trustees  by  the  87  votes 
owned  by  them. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts.  Justice  Bockes  made  an  order, 
at  special  term,  declaring  the  Comstock  trustees  duly  electe<ji* 

The  following  is  the  opinion  given : 

Bockes,  J.  There  is  no  statute  or  by-law  declaring  the 
mode  in  which  the  election  of  trustees  for  this  company  shall 
be  conducted ;  and  it  was  conceded  by  the  counsel  on  the 
argument  that  in  such  case  the  stockholders  should  proceed 
on  the  day  of  election,  as  they  did  in  this  case,  by  appoint- 
ing a  chairman,  who  should  conduct  the  election,  reqeive  the 
votes  and  declare  the  result. 

In  this  the  counsel  on  both  sides  agree.  I  shall  therefore 
assume,  under  this  concession,  that  the  course  adopted,  to 
wit.,  the  selection  of  a  chairman  to  conduct  the  election, 
was  well  enough,  and  proceed  to  examine  the  case  with  a 
view  to  determine  which  of  the  two  chairmen  who  assumed 
to  act  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  properly  and  duly 
ehosen.     This  it  was  claimed  by  the  defendant's  counsel  ^a 


OTJW  TORE  PRACmCE!  REPORTS  IffJ 

Matter  of  Koneer  Paper  Go. 

the  argument  was  the  only  question  necessary  to  be  exam- 
ined on  this  motion.  It  seems  that  the  parties  interested 
congregated  on  the  day  of  the  election,  when  a  motion  was 
made  by  one  of  the  stockholders  that  Mr.  Wilson,  the  acting 
secretary  and  treasurer  of  the  company,  act  as  chairman  to 
conduct  the  election,  which  motion  was  voted  on  and 
declared  carried.  Thereupon  another  stockholder  was 
chosen  to  act  as  secretary.  Mr.  Buchanan  swears  that  he 
and  Mr.  Bullard  voted  on  the  motion  to  make  Wilson  chair- 
man. This  is  denied  in  the  moving  papers.  Perhaps  this  is 
of  no  importance;  but  if  so,  it  shows  a  participation  in  the 
proceeding  which  they  immediately  and  ever  since  have 
denounced  as  illegal  and  void.  Immediately  after  voting  on 
the  motion  to  make  Wilson  chairman,  and  probably  so  soon 
as  it  was  announced  that  the  motion  was  carried,  Mr.  Bul- 
lard moved  that  Mr.  Parks  be  chairml^n,  and  he  and  Buchanan 
having  voted  in  favor  of  the  motion,  it  was  declared  carried; 
and  thus  there  were  two  elections  being  conducted  in  one 
room,  at  the  same  table,  tor  the  same  officers.  Each  chair- 
man was  chosen  by  a  similar  formula,  Wilson  having  the 
precedence  in  point  of  time.  No  objection  was  then  or  is 
now  made  to  the  mode  of  procedure.  The  question,  then,  is, 
which  election  should  be  deemed  and  held  to  be  legally 
organized?  It  seems  to  me  that  the  first  regular  and  formal 
proceeding  for  an  organization  should  have  a  preference  in 
law.  Any  other  rule  would  be  disorderly  and  anarchial, 
would  tend  to  confusion,  excitement  and  indecorum^  likely 
to  lead  to  unfairness,  if  not  to  active  personal  violence.  Even 
if  irregularity  or  wrong  should  be  suffered  in  the  proceed- 
ings, after  a  formal  and  regular  initiation  of  them,  to  the 
injury  of  any  one,  the  law  would  afford  adequate  redress; 
for  the  party  aggrieved  could  apply  to  the  court  summarily 
to  set  aside  the  election  and  redress  the  wrong.  This  course, 
rather  than  personal  vindication  of  the  supposed  violated 
rights,  is  orderly  both  in  its  process  and  results.  So  if 
Buchanan  and  Bullard  did  not  vote  on  the  motion  to  make 
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WilsoD  chairman^  as  it  was  a  regular  and  formal  initiatieD  of 
the  proceedings,  and  there  was  n3  vote  against  the  niotion, 
he  was  regularly  chosen  to  conduct  the  election.    If  they 
did  vote,  as  Buchanan  swears  they  did,  they  were  either  out 
voted,  or  were  so  wrongfully  ddclared;  and  in  the  latter  case 
it  was  their  duty  to  have  rested  on  their  legal  rights,  by 
applying  to  the  court  for  protection  and  redress,  rather  than 
enter  upon  a  course  of  disorder,  by  attempting  in  the  same 
room,  and  at  the  same  table,  to  organize  and  carry  on  an 
opposition  election.    Such  action  has  none  of  the  elements 
of  fairness,  propriety  or  want  of  passion  which  should  char* 
acterize  a  legal  or  any  proceeding.     It  may  be  asked,  what 
if  your  rights  are  openly  violated?  I  answer,  the  law  affords 
speedy  and  ample  remedy,  and  besides  it  is  equally  unseemly 
to  take  the  law  into  one's  own  hands  and  seek  redress  by 
disorderly  action.     But  there  is  in  fact  no  evidence  of  any 
unfairness  or  improper  conduct  on  the  part  of  Wilson  or 
those  acting  with  him.   It  is  asserted  that  they  declared  that 
they  would  not  recognize  Buchanan  or  Blood  as  stockhold- 
ers.    But  if  this  assertion  was  made,  which  is  denied,  Wil* 
son  was  not  put  to  the  test;  for  no  vote  offered  was  rejected 
by  him.    Having  been  chosen  chairman  at  the  proper  time 
and  place,  and  in  a  formal  manner,  the  parties  opposed  to 
him  should  either  have  withdrawn,  resting  on  the  errors  and 
irregularities  already  committed  as  grounds  for  setting  aside 
the  proceeding,  or  proceeded  under  protest  to  offer  their 
votes;   if  received  and  fairly  counted,  and  the  result  truly 
declared,  showing  their  own  candidates  duly  elected,  they 
would  have  no  just  cause  of  complaint.     But  if,  being 
offered,  legal  votes  had  been  rejected,  or  if  any  trick  or  fraud 
had  been  perpetrated  in  the  canvass  or  in  declaring  the 
result,   they  could  make  such  improper  conduct  further 
ground  of  complaint  to  the  courts.     This  is  the  plain  course 
suggested  by  open  and  fair  dealing,  and  is  such  as,  in  my 
judgment,  the  law  requires.    It  seems  very  plaia  to  me  that 
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the  election  conducted  by  Mr.  Purks  was  irregular,  illegal 
aod  void. 

It  is  urged  that  if  the  election  conducted  by  Wilson  be 
sanctioned,  the  afiairs  of  the  company  will  be  managed  by 
three  persons  elected  by  a  minority  of  the  votes  authorized 
by  law  to  be  cast.  This  is  denied  as  a  matter  of  fact  by  the 
minority  counsel.  But  why  did  not  the  contestants  vote  or 
ofier  to  vote  at  the  election  f  They  bad  the  opportunity. 
Not  having  done  so,  they  must  be  deemed  to  have  waived 
such  right  Judge  Bronson  remarks,  In  the  matter  of 
the  Union  Insurance  Company  {22  Wend*  591,  on  page  599), 
that  when  an  elector  or  stockholder  wholly  omits  to  vote,  he 
virtually  consents  that  the  election  shall  be  made  by  those 
who  choose  to  exercise  the  privilege ;  and  he  cannot  after- 
wards object  that  they  have  selected  officers  whom  he  does 
not  approve. 

.  On  the  argument,  I  was  inclined  to  set  aside  both  elecr 
tions;  but  I  can  find  no  ground  of  just  complaint  against  the 
proceedings  at  the  election  over  which  Wilson  presided.  It 
is  not  enou<;h  for  the  contestants  now  to  say  that  they  did 
not  vote;  they  could  have  done  so.  They  factiously  refused 
to  vote,  and  are  not  now  permitted  to  urge  their  own  will- 
ful delinquency  as  a  ground  of  relief. 

I  have  not  deemed  it  necessary  to  determine  the  questions 
of  fact  raised  by  the  papers.  If  found  for  the  contestants, 
the  result  of  the  motion  would  be  the  same. 

It  is  also  insisted  by  the  counsel  for  the  moving  parties 
that  neither  Bullard,  Blood  or  Buchanan  had  any  right  to 
vote,  nor  Parks,  except  as  to  ten  shares,  end  further,  that 
neither  Blood  or  Buchanan  are  eligible  to  the  office  of  trustee. 
But  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  examine  these  qaestions. 
My  views,  above  expressed,  if  sound,  renders  such  examina-  • 
tion  unnecessary. 

The  motion  must  be  granted  declaring  the  election  of 
P^rks,  Buchanan  and  Blood  irregular,  illegal  and  void,  and 
establishing  the  election  of  Wilson,  Comstock  and  Strever  as 
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trustees  (22  Wend.  591;  1   W.  98),  also  rajoining  ParkU, 
Buchanan  and  Blood  as  in  the  notice  of  motion  asked. 
Buchanan  and  bis  associates  appealed  to  the  general  term. 

A.  Pond,  for  respondents. 

E.  P.  BuLLARD,  for  appellants. 

The  order  appealed  from  was  affirmed. 
No  further  opinion  was  written. 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Election  of  The  Pioneer  Paper 

Company. 

An  appeal  does  not  lie  to  thia  court  from  an  order  at  general  term  made  in  a  special 
proceeding  under  the  atatate  in  reference  to  eorporationa. 

The  appellants  appealed  from  order  last  mentioned  to  the 
court  of  appeals. 

At  the  June  term^  1864,  the  counsel  for  the  appellants 
claimed  to  bring  the  appeal  to  argument  as  a  preferred  cause, 
on  the  ground  that  the  supreme  court  were  commanded  to 
proceed  in  a  summary  manner;  and  an  appeal  being  allowed 
to  this  court  by  section  11  of  the  Code,  by  fair  construction 
should  give  a  preference  in  this  court. 

After  argument,  the  application  was  denied. 

At  the  January  term,  1S65,  the  respondents  moved  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal,  on  the  ground  that  the  order  of  the  general 
term  was  final,  and  that  section  11  did  not  apply  to  such  a 
special  proceeding. 

A.  Pond,  for  the  motion. 
F.  F.  BuLLARD,  cpposed. 

The  Coimr  dismissed  the  appeal,  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

In  tiie  Matter  op  the  Election  op  The  Pioneer  Paper 

Company. 

A  manafactaring  oorporation  has  the  right,  under  the  statate  {l  B.  8.  fiOS,  mmy., 
f  5),  to  make  application  to  the  ooart,  and  to  be  heard,  for  tho  pnrpoae  of  tiiabiuk- 
ixff  an  tleetum  of  %U  tmsUeSf  who  have  been  declared  elected,  or  to  have  the  elec- 
tion aet  aside  and  a  new  election  ordered. 

ttM  joinder,  in  the  complaint,  of  the  trosteee  declared  elected,  does  not  aifeet  the 
rights  of  the  company  to  institate  the  proceedings. 

Where  the  judgment  of  this  coart  decides  that  a  certain  amount  of  stock  of  such, 
company  is  held  jointly  by  two  of  its  stockholders,  snbject  to  certain  equities,  the 
eompany  is  required  by  its  officers  to  issue  scrip  for  said  stock  to  such  stockhold 
era ;  and  in  an  election  for  trustees  of  the  company,  such  stockholders,  notwith-. 
standing  an  appeal  from  such  judgment  by  one  of  them  is  pending  and  undeter- 
mined, have  an  equal  right  to  vote  upon  such  stock,  and  in  case  of  their  disagree 
ment  as  to  the  manner  of  voting,  the  vote  may  properly  be  rejected  at  the 
election. 

Saratoga  Special  Term^  AprUy  1865. 

At  the  election  for  the  same  company ,  in  March,  1865, 
the  stockholders  remaining  the  same  as  at  the  last  election, 
the  Buchanan  party  acquiesced  in  the  election  of  Wilson  as 
ehairman,  but  questioned  the  right  of  each  stockholder  to 
vote,  and  demanded  the  production  of  the  transfer  books 
before  the  election  should  proceed. 

The  same  was  not  produced,  but  Wilson,  the  secretary  of 
the  company,  produced  a  small  stock  ledger,  made  by  him  as 
secretary,  in  which  he  had  omitted  the  name  of  S.  A.  Parks 
&  Co.,  and  put  the  193  shares  of  stock  under  the  joint  names 
of  Comstock  and  Buchanan. 

Buchanan  and  Parks  objected  to  this  book  as  a  fraud,  and 
Wilson  aUeged  that  the  transfer  book  was  lost;  but  no  proof 
of  that  fact  was  made  at  the  election,  or  before  the  court. 

Wilson  and  Comstock  voted  87  votes  in  favor  of  them- 
selves and  Marcus  W.  Comstock,  and  Parks  and  Wait  voted 
20  votes  in  their  own  favor  and  of  Buchanan  as  trustees. 

Buchanan  and  Parks  jointly  offered  to  vote  upon  the  85 
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shares,  and  also  upon  the  108  shares,  and  Buchanan  indivsdu 
ally  offered  to  vote  upon  the  lOS  shares,  and  produced  the 
scrip  showing  title  in  them  respectively  to  such  shares. 
Those  votes  were  rejected,  and  Wilson  and  the  two  Corn- 
stocks  were  declared  elected  by  the  87  votes;  and  they  were 
already  in  possession  and  control  of  the  property  and  affairs 
of  the  corporation. 

They  at  once  made  an  affidavit  showing  the  proceeding  at 
the  election,  and  alleged  that  they  believed  Buchanan  and 
his  associates  questioned  the  validity  of  the  election,  and 
they  were  afraid  the  company  would  be  injured  by  such 
claim. 

The  name  of  the  corporation,  as  well  as  the  successful 
trustees,  were  named  as  moving  parties  in  the  application. 

At  the  special  term  an  order  was  made  establishing  the 
election  of  Comstock  and  his  associates  as  trustees. 

From  this  order  Buchanan  and  his  associates  appealed. 

E.  P.  Bollard  and  John  H.  Reynolds,  for  appellants. 
A.  Pond  and  W.  A.  Beach,  for  respondents. 

The  order  was  affirmed  at  general  term^  and  the  following 
opinion  delivered: 

RosEKRANS,  J.  The  statute  in  relation  to  the  election  of 
trustees  or  directors  of  corporations  provides  that  any  person 
or  body  corporate  that  may  be  aggrieved  by  or  may  com- 
plain of  any  election,  or  any  proceeding,  act  or  matter  in  or 
touching  the  same,  may  make  applicntion,  on  notice  to  those 
who  are  to  be  affected  thereby,  to  the  supreme  court,  to' 
inquire  into  the  cause  and  matter  of  complaint;  and  the 
court,  upon  hearing  the  parties,  may  establish  the  election 
complained  of,  or  order  a  new  election.  (1  S.  S.  603,  marg,^ 

The  Pioneer  Paper  Company  was  one  of  the  parties  which 
instituted  the  complaint  in  this  case,  and  set  forth  in  the 
affidavits    all    the    proceedings    relating    to   the  election, 
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including  the  offers  to  vote  upon  certain  stock.  The  objec- 
tions to  the  votes  being  received,  and  the  rejection  of  such 
votes,  as  the  grounds  of  complaint,  I  think  tiie  company  had 
the  right  under  the  statute  to  be  heard  on  its  application  for 
the  purpose  of  establishing  the  election  of  its  trustees  who 
were  declared  elected,  or  to  haveHihe  election  set  aside  and  a 
new  election  ordered. 

The  joinder  in  the  complaint  of  the  trustees  declared 
elected  did  not  affect  the  rights  of  the  company  to  institute 
the  proceedings.  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  determine 
whether  the  trustees  declared  elected  could  complain  or  be 
regarded  as  aggrieved  by  proceedings  in  which  they  were 
successful  in  every  particular.  The  papers  disclose  the  fact 
that  the  original  stock  ledger  of  this  company,  and  the  book 
of  certificates  of  stock  issued,  containing  merely  the  stubbs 
attached  originally  to  the  certificates  issued,  and  upon  which 
stubbs  were  entries  of  the  names  of  the  parties  to  whom  the 
certificates  were  issued,  the  number  of  shares  named  in  the 
certificates,  and  the  dates  of  the  certificates,  were  lost  at  the 
time  of  the  election  complained  of,  and  could  not  be  pro- 
duced. It  also  appears  that  after  such  loss,  and  just  before 
the  election,  the  company  had  obtained  a  new  stock  ledger 
upon  which  the  secretary  of  the  company  had  entered  the 
names  of  the  stockholders  and  the  number  of  shares  to  which 
the  stockholders  were  entitled,  and  that  this  book  was  pro- 
duced at  the  election. 

The  entry  in  the  book  in  relation  to  198  shares  of  the 
stock  of  the  company,  which  originally  was  issued  to  S.  A. 
Parks  &  Co.,  was  that  the  stock  belonged  to  Coe  S.  Buchanan 
and  Elisha  Ciomstock.  Eighty-five  shares  of  the  stock  was 
at  the  time  of  the  election  represented  by  two  certificates 
issued  to  S.  A.  Parks  &  Co.,  and  113  shares  by  certificates 
issued  to  Coe  S.  Buchanan  alone,  in  December,  1859.  This 
certificate  was  obtained  by  Buchanan  upon  a  surrender  of 
certificates  to  S.  A.  Parks  &  Co.,  and  the  stock  was  placed  in 
his  own  name  without  the  consent  of  Parks. 
Vol..  XXXYL  8 
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In  June,  1863^  Parks  assigned  his  interest  in  the  198 
shares  of  stock  to  Comstock ;  and  in  an  action  by  Comstock 
against  Buchanan  and  the  Pioneer  Paper  Company,  to  set 
aside  the  transfer  of  the  113  shares  to  Buchanan,  it  was 
adjudged,  on  the  22d  day  of  March,  1864,  that  the  surrender 
of  the  certificates  for  the  113  shares  of  stock  by  Buchanan, 
and  the  transfer  of  the  stock  to  nimself  and  the  issuing  of 
ttuip  to  himself  therefor,  were  fraudulent  and  void,  and  that 
Comstock  was  the  owner  of  all  Parks'  interest  in  said  stock, 
subject  to  all  equities  between  Parks  and  Buchanan  in  regard 
tiiereto,  and  that  Ciomstock  and  Buchanan,  since  Parks  made 
the  transfer  to  Comstock,  were  joint  owners  of  said  fttock, 
subject  to  such  equities,  and  the  Pioneer  Paper  Company 
were  required  by  its  officers  to  issue  scrip  for  said  stock  to 
Buchanan  and  Comstock  jointly.  This  judgment  was  pre- 
sented at  the  time  of  the  election,  and,  as  Comstock  and 
Buchanan  did  not  agree  as  to  the  manner  of  voting  on  this 
stock,  the  vote  was  rejected.  I  do  not  see  how  the  chair* 
man  of  the  meeting  of  stockholders  could  have  decided  other- 
wise in  relation,  to  this  stock.  The  judgment  was  unre- 
versed, and  as  it  declared  the  ownership  to  be  in  Buchanan 
and  Comstock  jointly,  it  necessarily  controlled  the  effect  of 
Ihe  certificates  which  were  declared  void.  The  appeal  from 
the  judgment  which  Buchanan  had  taken  had  no  effect  upon 
i^  except  to  stay  its  execution  so  far  as  it  had  not  already 
been  executed.     (18  How.  Pr.  R.  124;  3  Barb.  J?.  194.) 

It  did  not  impair  the  effect  of  that  part  of  the  judgment 
declaring  Buchanan  and  Comstock  joint  owners  of  the  stock. 
This  adjudication  was  founded  upon  the  assignment  by 
Parks  to  Comstock ;  and  as  the  85  shares  were  claimed  by 
the  same  assignment,  such  assignment  was  properly  decided 
by  the  chairman  of  the  meeting  oi  stockholders  to  pass  the 
title  to  one-half  of  those  shares  to  Comstock,  to  the  same 
extent  as  it  passed  to  him  the  title  to  one-half  of  the  113 
•hares. 

The  assignment  and  judgment  showed  that  Buchanan  and 
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Comfitock  were  joint  owners  of  the  198  shares  of  stock,  and 
as  Comstoek  was  in  favor  of  the  ticket  containing  the  names 
of  the  trustees  elected,  and  Buchanan  was  in  favor  of  the 
defeated  ticket,  the  rejection  of  the  entire  vote  did  not  affect 
the  result  of  the  election. 

Upon  the  whole  case,  I  am  satisfied  that  there  was  no 
error  committed  in  the  election,  and  that  the  special  term 
properly  ordered  that  Wilson,  Elisha  Comstoek  and  Marcus 
W.  Comstoek  were  duly  elected,  and  were  the  trustees  of 
the  Pioneer  Paper  Company,  and  that  its  order  should  be 
affirmed,  with  costs* 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Hiram  Wright,  administrator,  &c.  agt.  Mart  A.  Rowlakd. 

The  pendeDcj  of  an  appeal  by  the  plaintifT,  from  a  jadgment,  does  not  affect  tbe 
rights  of  the  defendant  to  have  an  attachment  against  his  property  discliarged. 

New  York  General  Term^  Jwntj  1868. 

Before  Barnard,  P.  cT*.,  Sutherland  and  Cardozo,  Jus- 
tices. 

Judgment  in  this  action  was  entered  at  special  term,  for 
plaintiff  on  report  of  referee,  from  which  judgment  plaintiff 
appealed  to  the  general  term. 

Attachment  was  issued  against  the  defendant  for  about 
ten  thousand  dollars,  under  which  property  worth  about 
nine  thousand  dollars  was  attached;  after  a  trial  on  the 
merits  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintifi  for  $528.79. 

Thereupon,  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  her  property,  de- 
fendant ofiered  to  pay  the  judgment,  or  to  give  an  undertak- 
ing in  $1,500,  and  moved  to  set  aside  and  discharge  the 
attachment. 

The  motion  was  denied  by  Judge  Inorahah,  in  these 
words :  ^^  There  must  be  a  judgment  which  is  final  and  con* 
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elusive  between  the  parties ;  where  there  is  an  appeal  the 
rule  does  not  apply." 
Defendant  appeals  from  the  order. 

Alfred  Roe,  for  defendant j  appellant 

First.  The  judgment  rendered  in  the  action  is  a  final  judg- 
ment and  also  conclusive  between  the  parties. 

The  pendency  of  an  appeal  does  not  affect  either  its  final- 
ity or  conclusiveness. 

A  judgment  as  defined  by  the  Code,  is  ^^the  final  determ- 
ination of  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the  action."  (Code, 
§  245.) 

In  an  action  brought  on  this  judgment,  it  would  be  con- 
clusive against  both  parties,  notwithstanding  the  pendency 
of  an  appeal.     {Bowman  agt.  Cornell,  39  Barb.  69.) 

The  action  on  which  attachment  issued  is  at  an  end ;  it 
was  terminated  by  the  judgment. 

The  authority  of  the  attorney  terminated  with  the  judg- 
ment.    ( I  BurriWs  Prac.  39.) 

The  institution  of  the  appeal  was  in  effect  a  new  action. 
{Pratt  agt.  Allen.  19  How.  456;  McLaren  agt.  Charrier^  5 
PaigCy  530 ;  Tendal  agt.  Jones^  11  Abb.  259 ;  Gormby  agt. 
Mcintosh^  22  Barb»  273 ;  Fenno  agt.  Dickinson^  4  Denioj  85.) 

Second.  The  attachment  is  a  provisional  remedy,  and  is 
given  in  order  that  the  plaintiff  may  attach  the  defendant's 
property  '' as  a  security  for  the  satisfaction  of  such  judg- 
ment as  the  plaintiff  may  recover.''     {Code^  %  227.) 

The  section  237  provides  that  ^'the  judgment''  shall  be 
satisfied  out  of  the  propeiiy  attached  by  the  sheriff  before 
resorting  to  other  property ;  but  the  plaintiff  is  not  limited 
to  such  property,  but  may  resort  to  any  other  property  of 
the  defendant. 

As  a  provisional  remedy,  it  must  necessarily  be  afiected  by 
the  judgment  which  is  rendered  in  the  court  out  of  which 
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tbe  attachment  was  issued.  If  the  judgment  had  been  for  the 
defendant,  this  attachment  would  have  fallen  with  it. 

The  necessity  for  our  application  to  the  court  arises  out 
of  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  not  wholly  defeated 
but  was  reduced. 

Are  we  not  entitled  to  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  on 
payment  of  it,  so  as  to  release  any  property  on  which  it  is  a 
ben. 

The  pendency  of  the  appeal  would  furnish  no  reason  for  a 
refusal  to  give  such  satisfaction. 

If  we  can  thus  pay  the  judgment,  to  secure  which  the 
attachment  was  issued,  we  are  certainly  entitled  to  have 
the  attachment  discharged  on  payment  of  such  judgment. 

Third.  The  court  cannot  assume  its  own  judgment  to  be 
erroneous,  and  that  it  will  be  reversed,  but  its  correctness 
must  be  assumed. 

On  the  theory  on  which  the  motion  was  denied,  if  the 
judgment  be  affirmed  by  the  general  term  on  appeal,  the 
court  must  still  assume  that  the  judgment  is  erroneous,  and 
that  it  will  be  reversed  by  the  court  of  appeals.  This  is 
not  only  unsound,  but  is  productive  of  great  injustice  and 
operates  with  great  hardship. 

In  this  case  defendant's  property  has  been  attached  to  the 
extent  of  $10,000,  and  is  in  possession  of  sheriff,  and  not- 
withstanding the  court  has  judicially  determined  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  only  8528.79,  the  defendant  is 
to  be  kept  out  of  her  property  for  seven  years,  until  this 
case  can  be  carried  to  the  court  of  appeals  and  there  be  de- 
termined. 

For  all  the  injuries  she  may  sustain,  she  has  no  mode  of 
procuring  compensation. 

The  undertaking  given  by  the  plaintiff  is  not  only  limited 
to  $500,  but  its  conditions  do  not  embrace  this  species  of 
damage. 

Suppose,  that  instead  of  an  attachment  against  property* 
it  had  been  issued  against  the  person^  and  an  order  of  arrest 
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granted,  bailable  in  $10,000,  and  the  defendant  was  in  the 
actual  custody  of  the  sheriff  under  such  order  for  want  of 
bail,  could  the  plaintiff  successfully  resist  an  application  to 
discharge  from  custody  on  the  ground  that  non  constai  plain- 
tiff  might  reverse  the  judgment,  and  perhaps  one  of  these 
days  obtain  a  favorable  one  f 

On  the  principle  on  which  the  plaintiff  keeps  the  defend- 
ant's property  in  custody  of  sheriff  in  this  case,  he  would  be 
entitled  to  retain  the  property  or  person  of  the  defendant  in 
such  custody,  even  had  the  judgment  been  an  absolute  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  defendant. 

Fourth.  It  it  be  asked  what  is  the  plaintiff's  remedy  if  the 
judgment  be  reversed,  our  answers  are: 

1.  That  the  court  cannot  assume  its  own  judgment  to  be 
erroneous  or  that  it  will  be  reversed. 

2.  That  after  such  reversal  the  plaintiff  may  again  apply 
for  a  new  attachment,  the  Code  giving  him  the  right  to  issue 
.one  at  any  time  during  the  pendency  of  the  action,  and  if 
there  be  any  doubt  in  regard  to  that  the  order  might  reserve 
the  right. 

Fifth.  The  order  should  be  reversed  and  an  order  directed 
to  be  entered  that  on  pa}rment  of  the  judgment  to  the  plain- 
tiff— or  into  court  if  plaintiff  refuses  to  take  it,  the  attach- 
ment  be  discharged  without  prejudice  to  plaintiff's  right,  in 
case  of  a  reversal  of  such  judgment,  to  apply  for  another 
attachment. 

Chambers  &  Pomeroy,  for  plaintiffs  respondent 

First'.  The  motion  to  discharge  the  attachment  if  granta- 
ble  at  all,  was  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
is  not  appealable. 

Second.  The  motion  was  properly  denied  upon  the  merits 
of  the  case,  as  disclosed  by  the  papers  used  at  special  term. 

Third.  Defendant  has  not  recovered  any  judgment  against 
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the  plaintiff  SO  as  to  entitle  her  to  a  discharge  of  the  attach- 
ment under  section  239  of  Code. 

Fourth.  As  the  plaintiff  may  prevail  upon  the  appeal  taken 
by  him  from  the  judgment  in  his  favor,  and  in  that  event 
recover  a  very  much  larger  sum  (for  which  the  security 
offered  by  defendant  was  manifestly  insufficient),  it  could 
never  have  been  intended  in  such  case  to  take  away  during 
the  pendency  of  the  appeal  the  only  security,  viz. :  the  levy 
of  the  attachment,  for  the  payment  of  the  ultimate  judgment 
which  plaintiff  may  obtain. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  be  protected  by  the  continuance 
of  the  attachment  until  judgmen*;  on  appeal  be  rendered; 
for  until  then  there  has  been  no  final  determination  of  the 
case  between  the  parties.  (Braize  on  Attachments^  3d  Ed.j 
^  411 ;  Banforth  agt.  Carter j  4  lowa^  230;  Caperton  agt 
McCorTcUj  6  Graitan^  177;  Sherrod  agt.  BaviSy  17  Aku 
312 ;  see  also  Bennett  agt.  Brown^  31  Barb.  158 ;  Bennett 
agt.  Broton,  20  N.  F.  JB.  99 ;  as  to  words  ^Hf  defendant  r^ 
cover  judgment  j^*  under  §  230  of  Code) 

The  COUBT  reversed  the  order  appealed  from,  and  dis- 
charged the  attachment  on  defendant  paying  the  amount  of 
the  judgment  within  five  days — ^saying,  that  "judgment," 
as  defined  in  the  sections  of  the  Code  relating  to  provisional 
remedies,  meant  "  a  final  determination  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties  to  the  action,"  and  that  the  pendency  of  the  appeal 
from  the  judgment  did  not  affect  the  rights  of  the  defendant 
to  have  the  attachment  discharged.  No  written  opinion  was 
given. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Henbt  Bigelow,  appellant,  agt.  Peter  Dcnn,  respondent. 

Xjuttice  of  the  peace  has  the  power  and  may  amend  a  eomplaintj  at  apj  time  befora 
trial,  by  sabstitatiag  one  form  of  action  for  another. 

Erie  General  Term^  September y  1868. 

Before  Daniei-,s,  Marvin,  Davis  and  Barker,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  judgment  of  Wyoming  county  court,  revers- 
ing a  judgment  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace. 

E.  E.  Harding,  /or  appellant 
R.  Olney,  for  respondent. 

By  the  courts  Daniels,  J.  Upon  the  return  of  the  sum- 
mons, when  the  parties  appeared  before  the  justice,  the  plain- 
tiff complained  of  the  defendant  for  inducing  him  to  pur- 
chase an  ox,  by  means  of  certain  alleged,  false  and  fraudulent 
representations.  When  the  parties  again  appeared  before 
the  justice,  the  plaintiff  asked  leave  to  amend  his  complaint, 
by  changing  it  from  an  action  for  fraudulent  representations 
to  an  action  for  a  breach  of  warranty.  And  that  change 
the  justice  allowed  to  be  made,  notwithstanding  the  objec- 
tion of  the  defendant.  If  the  justice  had  no  power  to  allow 
this  change  to  be  made,  that  of  itself,  furnished  a  sufficient 
reason  for  the  reversal  of  the  judgment  afterwards  rendered 
by  the  justice. 

The  application  for  the  amendment  of  the  complaint,  was 
made  upon  the  adjourned  day,  before  the  trial  of  the  cause 
had  been  commenced.  This  circumstance  is  a  very  import- 
ant one,  because  it  distinguishes  this  case  from  those  of  JKa»- 
som  agt.  Wetmore  (39  Barh.  104),  Whitcomb  agt.  Hunger-- 
ford  (42  Barb.  177),  and  Walter  agt.  Bennett  (16  N.  Y.  B. 
250).     After  the  trial  of  a  cause  has  been  commenced,  the 
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power  of  courts  over  the  amendment  of  the  pleadings  is  of  a 
very  limited  and  restricted  character.  But  before  the  trial 
has  begun,  it  is  as  complete  and  ample  as  the  nature  of  the 
case,  and  the  proper  administration  of  justice  can  well  require 
it  to  be.  Then  in  courts  of  record  the  pleadings  upon  spe- 
cial motion  made  for  that  purpose,  may  be  changed  and 
amended  in  all  respects,  as  the  nature  of  the  action  in  which 
they  are  made,  may  properly  require  them  to  be.  And  this 
power  under  the  former,  as  well  as  the  present  system  of 
prac^tice,  has  been  possessed  in  common  with  those  courts, 
by  the  courts  of  justices  of  the  peace.  {Brace  agt.  Bcnsott^ 
10  Wend.  214 ;  Mosher  agt.  Lawrence^  4  JDcmo,  419 ;  Col- 
vin  agt.  Cotodinj  15  Wctid.  557;  Troy  and  Boston  Railroad 
Co.  agt.  TibbitSy  11  How.  168;  Doughty  agt.  Crozier,  9  Abb. 
411.) 

Instead  of  being  restricted,  it  has  been  enlarged,  and  ren* 
dered  more  comprehensive  by  the  very  general  provision  con- 
tained in  the  Code  upon  this  subject.  By  that  provision  it 
is  declared,  that  pleadings  may  be  amended  at  any  time 
before  the  trial,  when  substantial  justice  will  be  promoted 
by  the  amendment  (^  64,  sub.  11).  So  far  as  this  subdivis- 
ion relates  to  amendments  before  the  trial,  it  is  unqualified 
and  unrestricted,  except  that  the  power  must  be  exercisc^d 
for  the  promotion  of  substantial  justice.  In  that  state  of  the 
case  it  is  broad  enough  to  allow  the  complaint  to  be  so 
amended,  as  to  change  it  from  one  to  a  different  form  of 
action.  There  is  greater  need  of  such  a  power  in  justices' 
courts,  than  there  is  in  courts  of  record,  for  mistakes  are 
more  liable  to  be  made  in  them  requiring  the  exercise  of  it 
than  they  are  where  the  pleadings  are  carefully  prepared  by 
those  who  are  accustomed  to  draw  them.  Many  cases  must 
arise  where  the  absence  of  such  authority  would  be  produc- 
tive of  very  great  inconvenience,  as  well  as  positive  injustice. 
The  power  is  essential  to  the  complete  administration  of  jus- 
tice, and  under  the  general  language  of  the  Code  upon  the 
subject,  there  is  ho  good  reason  for  supposing  that  justices' 
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courts  were  not  designed  to  possess  and  exercise  it.  The 
denial  of  it  would  be  unjust  to  the  plaintiff,  without  being 
productive  of  any  benefit  to  the  defendant.  Many  cases 
occur  in  these  courts,  where  from  ignorance  or  inadvertence, 
a  form  of  complaint  is  adopted  that  is  entirely  inappropriate 
to  the  merits  of  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action,  in  which  with- 
out such  authority  for  the  correction  of  the  mistake  the 
party  affected  by,  it  would  be  compelled  to  discontinue  and 
commence  a  new  suit.  In  some  cases  of  that  kind  the  cause 
of  action  itself  might  be  in  the  meantime,  extinguished  by 
means  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  while  in  all,  it  would  be 
the  occasion  for  unnecessary  vexation,  delay  and  expense. 
There  is  no  good  ground  for  supposing,  after  the  very  gen- 
eral provision  made  for  amendments  before  the  trial,  that  the 
legislature  intended  that  parties  should  be  exposed  to  losses 
and  embarrassments  of  this  nature  on  account  of  a  mere  mis- 
take in  pleading.  No  difficulty  can  be  found  in  the  way  of 
the  exercise  of  this  authority.  For  the  defendant  can  be 
fully  protected  by  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  consent  to  an 
adjournment  as  a  condition  of  the  amendment,  and  by  the  jus- 
tice imposing  such  terms  upon  him  by  way  of  costs  as  will 
re-imburse  the  expenditures  made  by  the  defendant  in  pre- 
paring for  the  trial  of  the  action.  In  any  view  that  can  be 
taken  of  this  subject,  the  justice  was  right  in  allowing  the 
complaint  to  be  amended. 

The  evidence  was  sufficient  to  justify  the  conclusion,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  that  the  defendant  warranted  the  ox.  The 
defendant  represented  him  to  be  a  good  one,  and  that  he 
would  do  the  plaintiff  a  good  summer's  work.  And  it  was 
for  the  justice  to  decide,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  whether  this  was  intended  and  accepted  as  a  warranty 
(1  WaWs  Law  and  Practice^  5 1 8-52 1 ,  and  cases  cited).  Upon 
this  requiring  the  justice  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  court 
upon  appeal,  could  not  properly  reverse  the  judgment  because 
it  differed  from  him  as  to  the  mere  force  of  the  evidence.  The 
judgment  of  the  justice  was  right  under  his  views  of  the 
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evidence,  and  it  should  not  have  been  reversed  by  the  county 
court.  TJie  judgment  of  that  court  should,  therefore^  be 
reversed;  and  that  of  the  justice  affirmed. 


ULSTER  COUNTY  COURT. 
WHirma  Weeks,  respondent^  agt.  Philip  Stroble,  appellant. 

▲  defendant,  in  pleading  title  to  land  in  a  jnstice'B  conrt,  is  not  restricted  to  inter- 
posing it  at  the  Uvu  of  joining  iinc«,  as  required  by  the  Revised  Statutes,  bqt 
BMj,  nnder  the  Code,  pat  in  bis  answer  of  titie  and  undertaking  afterwards. 

October  Temiy  1868. 

The  justice  issued  his  summons  in  this  action  March  26 th, 
1867,  returnable  April  7th,  1868.  The  summons  having 
been  duly  served,  the  parties  appeared  on  the  return  day  and 
joined  issue.  The  complaint  was  for  trespass  upon  the 
plaintiff's  close  and  premises.  The  answer  was  a  general 
denial.  The  cause  was  then  adjourned  by  consent  to  April 
8th,  the  next  day.  On  the  adjourned  day  the  parties  again 
appeared,  and  the  defendant  moved  for  leave  to  amend  his 
answer  by  pleading  title  to  the  lauds  upon  which  the  alleged 
trespass  was  committed,  and  offered  the  necessary  undertak- 
ing. The  justice  denied  the  motion  on  the  ground  that  the 
f  answer  of  title  should  have  been  made  at  the  joining  of  issue, 
and  could  not  be  interposed  afterwards. 

The  defendant  then  demuiTed  .to  the  complaint  for  not 
being  sufficiently  specific  in  describing  the  premises  and 
locating  the  same. 

The  justice  sustained  the  demurrer  and  directed  the  com- 
plaint to  be  amended.  The  plaintiff'  excepted  to  the  ruling, 
but  amended  his  complaint  as  directed.  The  defendant  then 
renewed  his  motion  for  leave  to  amend  his  answer  by  plead- 
ing title,  and  to  file  an  undeitaking. 

The  justice  again  denied  the  motion  on  the  same  grounds, 
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and  the  defendant  duly  excepted  on  both  occaaionsi  to  his 
rulings. 

The  cause  was  then  tried  and  judgment  was  rendered  for 
the  plaintiff  for  five  dollars  damages  and  costs.  The  defend- 
ant now  appeals  to  this  court. 

J.  E.  Van  Etten,/(w  respondent 
F.  L.  WESTBBOOK,ybr  ajypeUant. 

ScHOOKMAKER,  Couutj  J.  The  only  point  presented  in 
this  case,  is  whether  a  defendant  can  interpose  an  answer 
of  title  to  real  property  before  a  justice  after  issue  joined, 
and  on  an  adjourned  day.  The  statute  on  this  subject  before 
Code,  was  as  follows :  . 

^^  In  every  action  where  the  title  to  lands  shall  in  any  wise, 
come  in  question,  the  defendant  at  the  time  when  he  is 
required  to  join  issue,  and  not  aft;er,  may  plead  specially  any 
plea  showing  that  the  title  of  lands  will  come  in  question,'' 
&c.  (2  Bev.  Stat.y  2d  ed.  168,  ^  59.)  The  next  section  pro- 
vided, that  '^  at  the  time  of  tendering  such  plea,''  &c,  the 
defendant  should  enter  into  a  bond,  &c. 

The  Code  on  this  subject  has  the  following  provisions, 
(^  66) :  '*  In  every  action  brought  in  a  court  of  justice  of  the 
peace,  when  the  title  to  real  property  shall  come  in  question, 
the  defendant  may,  either  with  or  without  other  matter  of 
defense,  set  forth  in  his  answer  any  matter  showing  that  such 
title  will  come  in  question,"  &c. 

Sec.  56.  ^^  At  the  time  of  answering,  the  defendant  shall 
deliver  to  the  justice  a  written  undertaking,"  &c. 

Sect.  64,  sub.  11.  ^^The  pleadings  may  be  amended  at 
any  time  before  the  trial,  or  during  the  trial,  or  upon  appeal, 
when  by  such  amendment  substantial  justice  will  be  pro- 
moted." Then  follows  a  provision  in  regard  to  an  adjourn- 
ment, and  also  the  imposition  of  terms  to  be  paid  to  the 
adverse  party. 

A  comparison  of  these  statutes,  can  leave  no  doubt  in 
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regard  to  the  legislative  intent.  Under  the  old  statute,  a 
defendant  '^at  the  time  when  he  is  required  to  join  issue" 
(which  bj  ^  47,  was  ^^  at  the  time  of  the  first  appearance  of 
the  parties  before  the  justice'')  ^^  and  not  after ^  might  plead 
title.     Here  was  a  clear  and  positive  restriction. 

But  the  Code  contains  no  such  prohibition.  An  answer  of 
title  to  real  property  is  under  no  more  disabilities  than  any 
other  defense. 

The  language  of  section  56,  "  at  the  time  of  answering^^ 
which  has  reference  entirely  to  an  undertaking,  and  not  t6 
the  answer  itself,  cannot  be  strained  so  as  to  limit  the  time 
to  answer  by  pleading  title  to  the  joining  of  issue.  The 
natural  and  rational  meaning  is  that  at  the  time  of  making 
an  answer  of  title,  an  undertaking  shall  be  given,  whatever 
^•'  time  "  in  the  action  that  may  be. 

I  think  it  quite  clear  that  if  the  legislature  had  intended 
to  restrict  the  right  of  a  defendant  to  plead  title  to  the  join- 
ing of  issue  on  the  first  appearance  of  the  parties  before  the 
justice,  the  prohibition  of  the  old  statute  would  have  been 
retained  in  the  Code.  The  omission  of  any  such  prohibition 
can  mean  nothing  else  than  that  an  answer  can  be  amended 
by  pleading  title,  as  well  as  in  any  other  respect. 

And  the  reasons  for  such  an  amendment  are  quite  as  strong 
as  can  be  urged  for  any  other.  To  allow  a  defendant  to 
amend  his  answer  by  setting  up  payment,  a  counter-claim, 
the  statute  of  limitations,  or  any  of  the  numerous  defenses  in 
discharge  of  a  defendant,  and  deny  his  right  to  plead  title, 
when  the  judgment  of  a  justice  might  conclude  him  in  regard 
to  the  title  to  his  homestead  or  his  farm,  would  be  grossly 
unjust. 

If  the  defendant  delay  to  make  his  plea  of  title  after  the 
joining  of  issue,  the  justice  can  protect  the  plaintiff  by 
imposing  costs  as  the  condition  of  the  amendment.  But  the 
right  to  make  the  amendment  ought  in  all  reason  to  exist, 
and  in  my  judgment  is  clearly  allowed  by  the  statute. 

I  attach  no  importance  to  the  demurrer  and  amended 
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complaint  in  this  action^  as  the  justice  erred  in  entertaining 
the  demurrer  when  it  was  offered. 

I  consider  the  refusal  of  the  parties  to  receive  the  plea  of 
title  and  undertaking  to  have  been  error,  and  the  judgment 
must,  therefore,  be  reversed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
William  S.  Toole  and  Benjamin  D.  Lefevbe  agt.  Dominqo 

DE  GOICOURIA. 

An  order  of  amtt  ciuinot  be  maiotaioed  in.  an  action  on  amtraet,  upon  allegations 
that  defendant  fa  aboat  removing  from  the  state  with  intent  to  defrand  liis  ored- 
Stors,  and  that  he  franduleotly  withholds  and  conceals  his  property  with  a  like 
intent 

A  motion  to  vaeate  an  order  of  arrest  may  be  made  after  an  inquest  has  been  taken 
against  defendant,  and  is  in  confonnitj  with  the  reqnirement  of  the  Code, — that 
the  mo^on  be  made  at  any  tiiw.  before  judgment — for  **tbe  judgment  is  not  perfect 
until  entered  in  the  judgment  book.**    (Per  ImgrahaMi  «/;,  at  special  term, ) 

General  Term^  First  District^  Januaryy  1868. 

Before  Barnard,  Ingraham  and  Sutherland,  Justices. 

Motion  to  vocate  an  order  of  arrest. 

John  B.  Stevens  and  A.  R,  DYETT,/or  respondents. 
F.  R,  CouDERT,/or  appellant. 

{Cited  Brodshy  agt.  IhmSj  26  How,  471.) 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  $2,613.07 
of  the  defendant,  as  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange  for  that 
amount. 

After  the  action  had  been  at  issue  for  some  time,  the  plain- 
tiff obtained  an  order  of  arrest  against  the  defendant  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  about  to  leave  the  country,  and  that  he 
had  concealed  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  cred- 
itors ;  and  subsequently  took  an  inquest  because  an  affidavit 
of  merits  had  not  been  filed  and  served. 

After  the  inquest  had  been  taken  and  while  further  pro- 
ceedings on  the  part  of  plaintiff  were  stayed  pending  a  motion 
to  open  the  same — the  defendant  moved  to  vacato  the  order 
of  arrest  upon  the  plaintifi^s  affidavits. 

The  motion  was  argued  before  Judge  Inoraham,  on  the 
20th  November,  1867^  and  the  plaintiff  urged  the  preliminary 
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objection  that  the  motion  was  made  aft^  judgment^  an 
inquest  having  been  taken; — ^the  justice  decided  the  objec- 
tion insufBciAnt — ^but  denied  the  motion  in  the  following 
language : 

Per  Inoraham,  J.  "  The  judgment  is  not  perfect  until 
'^entered  in  the  judgment  book." 

^^  Upon  the  merits,  I  think  the  sufBciency  of  the  affidavits 
''  is  to  be  doubted,  but  as  there  are  some  decisions  holding 
^^  them  to  be  sufficient,  I  shall  deny  this  motion,  leaving  the 
*^  defendant  to  his  appeal  to  the  general  term." 

An  order  was  entered  denying  the  motion ;  the  defendant 
appealed  to  the  general  term ;  the  appeal  was  argued  at  the 
January  term,  1868,'  before  Barnard,  Ingrahah  and  Suth- 
erland, Justices,  and  the  order  of  Judge  Ingraham,  at  special 
term  reversed,  no  opinions  being  written  as  the  judges  did  not 
reserve  their  decision. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  Yobk  agt.  The  Erib 
Railway  Company. 


It  li  the  doty  of  the  attorney  peneraly  under  (  405  of  the  Code,  wbeoeTer  he  afaall 
have  reoaon  to  believe  that  any  of  the  acts  or  omissions  specified  in  that  section 
oan  be  established  by  proof,  to  apply  to  the  ooart  for  leave,  and  npon  leave  grant- 
^,  to  bring  an  action  in  the  name  of  the  people  of  the  state,  for  the  purpose  of 
Tacating  oi  annalling  the  existence  of  a  corporation  (other  than  monicipal),  ia 
every  case  of  public  interest. 

An  aetion  cannot  be  maintained  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  relative  to  proceedings 
against  corporations  in  equity,  by  a  stodkolder  agunst  the  corporation  and  its  tru** 
tees,  to  restrain  the  trustees  from  exercising  any  powers  as  trustees,  and  for  tha 
appointment  of  a  receiver  of  the  property  and  effects  of  the  corporation. 

No  mere  creditorof  a  corporation  can  have  a  receiver  appointed  until  he  has  njndg* 
ment  and  execution  returned  untatigfied. 

In  this  action  the  court  enjoin  the  defendant,  its  directors,  officers,  trustees  and 
agents  from  delivering  to  any  receiver  heretofore  appointed  in  other  actions  against 
the  defendant  by  stockholders,  possession  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  but  they 
are  required  to  deliver  possession  to  any  receiver  who  shall  be  appointed  in  this 


A  referee  is  also  appointed  to  thoroughly  examine  into  the  transactions,  affdirs  and 
condition  of  all  actions  affecting  the  Erie  Railway  Company  and  the  directors 
thereof,  with  instructions  to  report  to  this  court  with  all  convenient  speed.  The 
directors  of  the  defendant,  in  the  meantime,  being  forbidden  from  exercising  any 
doubtful  powers  or  authority  without  the  sanction  of  this  court,  and  from  issuing 
any  new  convertible  bonds  of  the  Railway  Company  and  bom  converting  any 
bonds  of  the  company  Into  stock  thereof. 


Broome  Special  Temif  December  1,  1868. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  Attorney  Greneral  upon 
leave  granted  by  a  justice  of  this  court^  residing  in  the  first 
district,  pursuant  to  section  430  of  the  Code  of  Procedure. 
The  attorney  general  was  directed  to  bring  the  action  in 
Broome  County  where  a  special  term  of  the  court  was  in 
ftession.  It  was  brought  for  the  purpose  of  vacating  or 
annulling  the  existence  of  the  defendant  as  a  corporation. 

The  plaintiffs  (upon  an  order  to  show  cause  granted  at  a 
special  term  in  another  district)  made  a  motion  for  an  injunc- 
tion and  receiver. 

YauXXXVL  9 
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Mr.  Hammond,  Deputy  Attorney  General,  and  Mr.  Red- 
field  far  the  people. 
Mr.  Shearman  and  Others  for  defendant. 

BajlcoM;  J.  This  action  is  brought  by  the  attorney  general 
in  the  name  of  the  people  of  the  state,  on  leave  granted  by 
a  justice  of  this  court.  The  place  of  trial  is  Broome 
Qoanty. 

The  action  is  authorized  by  section  430  of  the  Code, 
which  provides,  among  other  things,  that  an  action  may  be 
brought  by  the  attorney  general,  in  the  name  of  the  people 
of  the  state,  on  leave  granted  by  the  supreme  court,  or  a. 
judge  thereof,  for  the  purpose  of  vacating  the  charter  or 
annulling  the  existence  of  a  corporation,  other  than  munici- 
pal, whenever  such' corporation  shall  do  or  omit  to  do  cer- 
tain acts;  among  which  are  these:  1.  Offend  against  any 
of  the  provisions  of  the  acts  creating,  altering  or  renewing 
such  corporation ;  or  2.  Violate  the  provisions  of  any  law 
by  which  such  corporation  shall  have  foreited  its  charter  by 
abuse  of  its  powers ;  or  6.  See  sub.  5,  %  430  of  Code.  When- 
ever it  shall  exercise  a  franchise  or  privilege  not  conferred 
upon  it  by  law. 

This  section  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  attorney  general, 
whenever  he  shall  have  reason  to  believe  that  any  of  the 
acts  or  omissions  specified  therein  can  be  established  by 
proof,  to  apply  for  leave,  and  upon  leave  granted,  to  bring 
the  action  in  the  manner  I  have  mentioned,  for  the  purpose 
of  vacating  or  annulling  the  existence  of  a  corporation,  in 
every  case  of  public  interest. 

Sufficient  facts  are  alleged  in  the  complaint  to  warrant  the 
bringing  of  the  action,  and  they  have  not  yet  been  contro- 
verted by  affidavits  or  an  answer. 

The  complaint  shows  that  actions  have  been  commenced 
againgt  the  defendant  and  its  directors  by  stockholders  of  the 
drfendant,  in  which  actions  two  different  receivers  have  been 
appointed  at  special  terms  of  this  court  in  the  first  district. 
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and  one  of  such  receivers  has  also  been  appointed  receiver 
by  Judge  Blatchford  of  the  United  States  district  court  in 
the  city  of  New  York. 

The  general  term  of  this  court  in  the  first  district^  held  in 
in  Howe  agt.  Deuel  and  others  (43  Barb.  504);  that  the  visi- 
torial  poveers  conferred  upon  the  court  of  chancery  by  the 
Revised  Statutes,  relative  to  proceedings  against  corporations 
in  equity,  can  only  be  exercised  by  the  supreme  court  on  an 
application  made  at  the  instance  of  the  attorney  general,  or 
of  a  creditor  of  the  corporation,  or  of  a  director  or  other  offi- 
cer having  a  general  superintendence  of  its  concerns ;  and 
that  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  under  the  statute  by  a 
stockholder  against  the  corporation  and  its  trustees,  to  restrain 
the  trustees  from  exercising  any  powers  as  trustees,  and  for 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  the  property  and  effects  of 
the  corporation.  That  case  holds  that  trustees  may  be 
restrained  in  such  an  action  from  doing  illegal  acts,  but  that 
the  supreme  court  cannot  entertain  such  an  action  brought 
by  a  stockholder  and  appoint  a  receiver  therein,  under  its 
general  powers. 

I  take  it  to  be  clear  that  no  mere  creditor  of  a  corporation 
can  have  a  receiver  appointed  until  he  has  a  judgment  and 
an  execution  returned  unsatisfied. 

I  must  regard  the  decision  in  Hotoe  agt.  Detiel  and  others 
(supra)y  controlling  authority,  that  no  receiver  of  the  defend- 
ant or  of  its  property  and  effects  should  be  appointed  in  an 
action  brought  by  a  stockholder  or  stockholders  of  the  com- 
pany ;  and  I  cannot  avoid  the  conclusion  that  the  orders 
appointing  receivers  in  such  actions  have  been  hastily  made, 
and  they  will  be  reversed  by  the  general  term  of  this  court, 
to  which,  I  understand,  appeals  have  been  taken,  unless  the 
general  term  shall  overrule  its  own  decision  in  the  case  cited, 
which  is  supported  in  some  respects  by  the  decision  of  the 
court  of  appeals  in  Bobertson  agt.  Bullions  (1  Kern.  243  and 
252). 

If  a  receiver  can  be  properly  appointed  in  an  action 
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brought  by  a  stockholder,  as  such,  ten  thousand  stockhold- 
ers may  bring  ten  thousand  diiTerent  actions  against  the  rail- 
way company  and  obtain  an  order  in  each  of  them  appoint- 
ing a  receiver.  Such  a  state  of  things  would  afford  a  rich 
harvest  for  lawyers  and  receivers,  especially  if  different  per- 
sons should  be  appointed  receiver ;  but  it  would  bring  woe 
upon  the  stockholders  and  creditors  of  the  company. 

The  appointment  of  a  receiver  by  Judge  Blatghford  was 
made  in  an  action  brought  by  a  stockholder  of  the  railway  com- 
pany ;  and  his  order  is  in  conflict  with  the  case  of  Howe  agt 
Deuel  {supra)^  and  must  be  regarded  as  improvidently 
granted. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  it  is  my  duty  to  enjoin  the 
defendant,  its  directors,  officers,  trustees  and  agents  from 
delivering  to  any  such  receiver  possession  of  the  Erie  Rail- 
way, or  of  any  of  the  property  and  effects  of  the  Erie  Rail- 
way Company,  but  they  will  be  required  to  deliver  posses- 
sion to  any  receiver  who  shall  be  appointed  in  this  action. 

It  is  conceded  that  a  receiver  may  be  appointed  in  this 
action,  and  the  authorities  so  hold.  But  ought  a  receiver  to 
be  appointed  before  the  defendant  answers  the  complaint,  or 
has  had  reasonable  time  to  controvert  the  allegations  thereia 
by  affidavits  ? 

The  interests  involved  in  this  action  are  of  the  greatest 
magnitude,  and  the  greatest  care  should  be  exercised  in 
respect  to  them.  I,  therefore,  hesitate  about  appointing  a 
receiver  in  this  action  at  the  present  time.  An  order  for  that 
purpose  would  imply  that  the  defendant's  charter  should  be 
vacated  and  the  existence  of  the  defendant  as  a  corporation 
annuled. 

I  think  the  court  should  have  more  specific  information 
than  is  contained  in  the  complaint  before  making  an  abso- 
lute order  appointing  a  receiver  in  the  action.  I  shall,  there- 
fore, appoint  a  referee  to  thoroughly  examine  into  the  trans- 
actions, affairs  and  condition  of  the  defendant,  the  character 
and  condition  of  all  actions  affecting  the  Erie  Railway 
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Company  and  the  directors  thereof^  with  instructions  to 
report  to  this  court  with  all  convenient  speed. 

But  the  directors  of  the  defendant  should  be  forbidden  and 
enjoined  in  the  meantime  from  exercising  any  doubtful  pow- 
ers or  authority  without  the  sanction  of  this  court,  and  from 
issuing  any  new  convertible  bonds  of  the  railway  company, 
and  from  converting  any  bonds  of  the  company  into  stock 
thereof. 

I  ought  to  add  another  reason,  which  influences  me  to 
refuse  at  present  to  appoint  a  receiver  in  this  action ;  and 
that  is,  the  enormous  fees,  costs  and  expenses  that  would  be 
incurred  by  a  receiver  taking  possession  of  the  Erie  Railway 
and  its  property  and  effects.  Of  course  if  anything  new 
should  at  anytime  be  developed,  absolutely  requiring  the 
immediate  appointment  of  a  receiver  herein,  the  court  would 
not  hesitate  to  appoint  one. 

I  trust  the  adoption  of  the  foregoing  views  in  an  order  in 
this  action,  will  protect  the  interests  of  the  public,  and  of 
all  persons  who  have  an  interest  in  a  faithfhl  and  economical 
management  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  and  bring  to 
light  the  transactions  of  the  directors  of  the  company,  so 
whatever  of  blame  or  dishonesty  may  exist,  will  rest  upon 
the  individuals  guilty  of  it,  and  not  be  shared  by  any  who 
have  so  conducted  themselves  as  to  be  worthy  of  the  trust 
confided  to  them  by  the  stockholders. 

The  following  order  was  agreed  upon  by  counsel  and 
entered,  pursuant  to  the  foregoing  opinion : 

At  a  special  term  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  New 
York,  held  at  the  court  house  in  the  city  of  Binghamton,  in 
the  county  of  Broome,  this  first  day  of  December,  1868 : 
Present,  the  Hon.  Ransom  Balcom,  Justice.  The  People  of 
the  State  o/Ncw  York  agt.  The  Erie  Railway  Company,  On 
reading  and  filing  the  complaint  in  this  action,  duly  verified, 
the  order  of  a  justice  of  this  court,  granting  leave  to  the 
attorney  general  to  bring  this  action,  an  order  upon  the 
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defendant  to  show  cause  why  an  injunction  should  not  be 
granted  and  a  receiver  appointed ;  and  after  hearing  the 
attorney  general  for  the  motion^  and  Mr.  Shearman  of  coun- 
sel for  the  defendant  in  opposition  thereto,  it  is  ordered  that 
the  defendant,  its  trustees,  agents  and  servants,  the  president, 
directors  and  other  o£9cer8  of  said  defendant,  are  and  each 
and  every  of  them  is  hereby  enjoined  and  forbidden  from 
transferring  and  delivering  possession  of  the  defendant's  rail- 
road, or  any  of  the  property,  books,  papers  or  effects  of  the 
defendant,  or  held  in  trust  for  it,  to  any  receiver  or  any  per- 
son claiming  to  be  a  receiver,  other  than  such  a  receiver  as 
may  be  appointed  in  this  action ;  and  the  directors  of  the 
defendant,  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  are  hereby  enjoined 
from  refusing  or  neglecting  safely  to  keep  said  property  and 
effects  for  the  interests  of  all  concerned,  until  a  receiver  be 
appointed  in  this  action,  or  until  the  determination  of  this 
action.  And  said  directors  are  enjoined  from  neglecting  or 
omitting  to  run  the  Erie  Railway,  and  control  and  manage 
the  property,  concerns  and  affairs  of  the  Erie  Railway  Com- 
pany, until  a  receiver  be  appointed  in  this  action,  or 
until  the  determination  of  this  action.  But  said  directors 
are  forbidden  and  enjoined  in  the  meantime  from  exercising 
any  doubtful  powers  or  authority  without  the  sanction  of 
this  court,  and  from  issuing  any  new  convertible  bonds  of 
the  company,  and  from  converting  any  bonds  of  the  company 
into  stock  thereof.  And  to  enable  the  court  to  decide  intel- 
ligently whether  the  Erie  Railway  Company  shall  be  put 
under  the  control  of  a  rexeiver,  Giles  W.  Hotchkiss,  esq.,  of 
the  city  of  Binghamton,  is  hereby  appointed  a  referee  to 
thoroughly  examine  into  the  transactions,  affairs  and  condi- 
tion  of  said  company,  and  the  character  and  condition  of  all 
actions  affecting  the  Erie  Railway  Company  and  the  direc« 
tors  thereof,  and  to  report  to  this  court  with  all  convenient 
speed,  and  file  his  report,  with  the  evidence  taken  by  him, 
in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  this  court  in  the  city  of  Bing- 
hamton.   And  said  referee  is  authorized  and  empowered  to 
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examine  the  books  and  papers  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company^ 
aod  to  examine  on  oath  any  persons  who  he  may  believe  to 
possess  knowledge  of  matters  material  to  the  question  refer- 
red to  him. 

J.  M-  JOHNSON,  Clerk. 
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Samuel  W.  Wright,  respondent,  agt.  Jacob  Saundebs, 
appellant. 

a  defendant  is  liable  in  damages  to  the  plaintiff /or  negliffence  in  leaving  poat-holet 
open  and  unprotected,  which  he  had  dng  for  a  fence  along  the  line  of  and  oontig- 
nooa  to  the  street  opposite  his  premises,  whereby  the  phkintiff,  in  the  night  time  in 
passing  along  the  street,  stepped  into  one  of  the  holes  and  was  serionslj  injored. 

Where  this  court  can  see  no  merits  in  an  appeal  which  comes  before  it,  they  will  add 
Un  per  cent  damages  to  the  j  udgment 

January  Termy  1867. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  for  plaintiff  on  report  of  a  referee, 
affirmed  at  general  term. 

F.  KEBNAN,/or  appellant 

Hardine  &  BuREOWS,y&r  respondent. 

Davies,  Ch.  J.  This  action  is  to  recover  damages  for  the 
negligence  and  wrongful  acts  of  the  defendant,  in  having  dug 
post-holes  in  a  public  street,  in  the  village  of  St.  Johnsville, 
and  leaving  the  same  open  and  unguarded,  into  which  the 
plaintiff  stepped  in  the  night  time,  and  injured  his  limb. 
The  action  was  tried  before  a  referee,  who  gave  judgment 
for  the  plaintifi^  and  the  same  was  affirmed  at  the  general 
term. 

The  facts  found  by  the  referee  are  as  follows : 

First,  That  the  defendant,  in  the  month  of  November^ 
1863,  owned  and  occupied  a  village  lot  in  the  village  of  St. 
Johnsville,  bounded  by  a  public  street  of  said  village,  used 
by  foot  passengers,  and  at  the  time  excavated  several  holes 
for  fence  posts  along  the  line  of  and  contiguous  to  said  street, 
one  of  which  extended  into  the  traveled  part  of  said  street, 
and  to  the  depth  of  two  and  one-half  feet. 

Second.  That  said  defendant^  after  digging  such  holes. 
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carelessly  and  negligently  omitted  to  cover  or  guard  the  same, 
and  omitted  to  to  use  any  means  to  warn  persons  passing 
along  the  said  street^  of  the  location  of  said  excavations* 
.  Third.  On  the  .21st  day  of  November,  1863,  the  plaintiff, 
while  passing  along  the  said  walk  of  said  street,  in  the  night 
time,  and  ignorant  of  said  excavation,  accidently  stepped  into 
the  same,  and  his  knee  was  thereby  greatly  injured,  and  tlm 
knee-pan  thereof  broken. 

Fourth.  The  said  plaintiff  suffered  damages,  by  reason  of 
expenses  for  medical  aid,  loss  of  time  and  incapacity  for  labor, 
to  the  amount  of  two  hundred  dollars,  from  the  said  acts  of 
the  said  defendant. 

Fifth,  The  plaintiff  did  not  contribute  by  any  fault  or  neg- 
ligence to  his  injury.  And  as  a  conclusion  of  law  the  referee 
found  that  the  acts  and  conduct  of  the  defendant  were  negli-' 
gent  and  careless,  and  produced  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff 
aforesaid,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  there- 
for the  said  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars. 

Judgment  was  therefore  given  for  the  plaintiff,  and  affirmed 
at  general  term. 

Upon  these  facts,  which  are  conclusive  upon  this  count, 
the  case  is  a  very  clear  one.  The  defendant's  liability  for  the 
injuries  caused  to  the  plaintiff  from  his  illegal,  careless  and 
negligent  acts,  is  unquestioned. 

It  needs  no  citation  of  authorities  to  demonstrate  it. 

No  exception  was  taken,  on  the  trial,  nor  insisted  on,  to 
the  admission  or  rejection  of  any  evidence.  It  follows  that 
the  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs;  and  as  I  can 
see  no  merits  in  this  appeal,  I  suggest  an  affirmance  with  ten 
per  cent  damages. 

All  affirm. 
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COURT  OP  APPEALS. 
Henry  W.  Rosebrooks  agt.  William  B.  Dinsmork. 

Objections  to  the  pleadings  or  proofs  mast  be  taken  on  the  trial  or  hearing,  to  be 
entitled  to  review  on  appeaL 

January  Termy  1867. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  general  term  term  granting  a  new 
trial. 

ScRUGHAMy  J.  The  gravamen  of  the  action  is  the  loss  of 
the  property  through  the  negligence  of  the  defendant. 

The  agent  of  the  plaintiff's  assignor  had  the  right  to  demand 
and  receive  it,  when  he  applied  for  it  at  Sandy  Hook ;  the 
property  was  not  then  in  transitu,  but  had  reached  its  desti- 
nation, as  the  contract  was  to  convey  it  to  Harper's  Ferry, 
or  to  the  defendant's  agency  nearest  or  most  convenient  to  it. 
Such  was  Sandy  Hook,  and  the  goods  could  not  at  that  time 
be  taken  further  by  the  defendant. 

The  agent  of  the  plaintiff's  assignor  was  authorised  by  the 
defendant's  agent  at  Harper's  Ferry  to  apply  for  the  goods  at 
Sandy  Hook. 

The  refusal  to  deliver  them  was  wrongful  and  its  result 
was  their  loss.  The  wrong  would  not  have  been  committed 
but  for  the  negligence  of  defendant  in  not  sending  a  proper 
way-bill. 

The  box  of  candies  was  delivered,  by  mistake  of  defend- 
ant's agent,  to  the  wrong  persons,  and  lost  to  plaintiff's 
assignor. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  of  this  loss  being  attributable  to 
defendant's  negligence. 

It  was  not  claimed  on  the  trial  that  the  case  proved,  varied 
from  that  pleaded ;  nor  was  any  of  the  evidence  objected  to 
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on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  correspond  with  the  allegations 
of  the  complaint. 

If  that  objection  had  then  been  taken,  the  referee  might  have 
permitted  an  amendment  of  the  complaint,  and  if  the  defend- 
ant alleged  surprise,  might  have  imposed  terms  to  prevent 
it.  It  was  late  for  the  defendant  to  be  surprised  after  report. 
The  order  granting  a  new  trial  should  be  reversed,  and  the 
judgment  entered  on  report  of  referee  affirmed. 

Judgment  accordingly. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

HiBAM  C.  Tanner,   appellant   agt.  Ei>win  L.  Mabsh, 
respondent. 

Where  a  defendant  ia  sned  in  a  jaetice's  conrt  by  short  tumnunu^  at  a  nonrraident 
ofikt  onmty,  and  he  omits  to  appear  before  the  jaetice,  and  judgment  by  defanlt 
18  rendered  against  him.  the  county  court  has  no  power,  on  appeal  and  upon  afll- 
davits  showing  that  he  was  not  a  noti  resident  and  excusing  his  default,  to  reMirtt 
the  justice's  judgment  as  upon  an  eD-^rr  of  fact 

▲n  **  error  of  fact,"  has  quite  a  diflferent  meaning  from  an  error  which  deprives  tb« 
justice  of  juristion  over  the  person  of  the  defendant,  by  issuing  the  wrong  procesi 
to  bring  him  into  court 

Erie  Getieral  Term,  Kovemher,  1867. 

Be/are  Daniels,  Marvin  aiul  Davis,  Justices. 

The  plaintiff  commenced  an  action  against  the  defendant 
in  a  justice^s  court  of  Erie  county  by  a  short  summons,  which 
was  personally  served.  The  defendant  did  not  appear  before  the 
justice,  and  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  defendant  appealed  from  the  judgment  to  the  county 
court  of  the  county  of  Erie.  And  that  court,  upon  affidav- 
its tending  to  excuse  the  defendant's  default,  and  tending  to 
show  that  at  the  time  when  the  summons  was  served,  he 
was  a  resident  of  the  county  of  Erie,  reversed  the  justice's 
judgment.  And  from  such  judgment  of  reversal,  the  plain- 
tiff appeals  to  this  court. 

L.  Spring,  for  appellant 

H.  Thornton, /or  respondent 

By  the  court,  Daniels,  J.  The  county  court  reversed  the 
judgment  of  the  justice,  because  it  became  satisfied  from  the 
affidavits  produced  and  read  upon  the  hearing  in  that  court, 
that  the  defendant  was  a  resident  of  the  county  of  Erie  and 
could  not  therefore  be  sued  by  a  short  summons.  With  the 
correctness  of  this  conclusion,  this  court  upon  the  present 
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appeal,  has  nothing  whatever  to  do.  {Wavel  agt.  WilcSy  24 
N*  Y.  R.  635.)  The  question  presented  for  its  consideration, 
is  whether  that  court  could  properly  reverse  the  justice's 
judgment  when  it  became  satisfied  from  the  affidavits,  that 
the  defendant  was  a  resident  of  Erie  county,  and  should 
therefore  have  been  sued  by  a  long  summons.  The  only 
authority  for  the  reversal  of  the  justice's  judgment  relied  upon 
by  the  defendant's  counsel,  is  that  which  section  366  of  the 
Code  provides.  £y  that  it  is  provided,  that  ^^  if  the  appeal 
is  founded  on  an  error  in  fact  in  the  proceedings,  not  affect- 
ing the  merits  of  the  action,  and  not  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  justice,  the  court  may  determine  the  alleged  error  in 
fact  on  affidavits,  and  may  in  its  discretion,  inquire  into  and 
determine  the  same  upon  examination  of  the  witnesses." 
This  proceeding  is  not  confined  to  cases  where  the  defendant 
fails  to  appear  before  the  justice,  but  it  extends  to  all  cases. 
Where  an  error  in  fact  not  affecting  the  merits  of  the  action, 
and  not  within  the  knowledge  of  the  justice,  may  have  inter- 
vened in  the  course  of  the  proceedings  in  the  action.  For 
errors  of  this  nature,' whenever  they  may  be  established, 
either  by  affidavits  or  by  the  examination  of  witnesses,  the 
county  court  is  authorized  by  the  preceding  portion  of  the 
section  referred  to,  to  reverse  the  justice's  judgment.  The 
Code  itself  has  not  undertaken  to  declare  what  the  errors  of 
fact  are,  for  which  the  judgments  of  justices  may  be  thus 
reversed.  If  they  are  to  include  all  questions  of  fact  which 
may  arise  in  actions  in  justices  courts,  not  within  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  justice,  affecting  the  regularity  of  the  proceed- 
ings, then  a  multitude  of  questions  are  brought  within  the 
jurisdiction  and  determination  of  the  county  court  upon  affi- 
davits, which  previous  to  the  enactment  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure, were  very  differently  disposed  of.  These  questions 
are  often  of  such  a  nature,  as  to  render  them  the  proper  sub- 
jects of  pleading,  and  trial  in  the  ordinary  course  of  proceed- 
ing in  an  action.  And  when  so  disposed  of  the  party  con- 
ceiving himself  aggrieved,  is  entitled  to  have  them  reviewed 
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by  appeal  by  the  appellate  tribunals  provided  by  law.  This 
is  an  important  right  which  parties  to  legal  proceedings 
should  not,  without  good  reason  for  it,  be  deprived  of.  No 
such  reason  exists  in  the  present  instance,  because  the  legis- 
lature have  not  provided  that  the  terms  used  in  this  section 
of  the  Code,  shall  receive  so  great  a  latitude  of  construction, 
as  to  render  them  productive  of  that  result.  Previous  to  the 
enactment  of  the  Code,  these  terms  ^^  error  in  fact,''  had 
acquired  a  definite  legal  signification.  And  .  they  included 
cases  where  the  action  had  been  prosecuted  or  defended  by  a 
married  woman,  or  by  an  infant,  for  whom  no  next  friend  or 
guardian  had  been  appointed,  and  cases  where  parties,  wit- 
nesses and  jurors  misconducted  themselves  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  party  against  whom  the  judgment  was  recovered. 
(2  BurrilPs  Prac.  162 ;  Harvey  agt.  PickeUj  15  John.  87 ; 
Camp  agt.  Bennett,  16  Wend.  48.)  In  these  cases,  and  per- 
haps others  of  the  same  general  nature,  the  party  def^ted 
in  the  action  could,  by  the  practice  existing  before  the  adop- 
tion of  the  Code,  allege  the  disability,  or  misconduct  relied 
upon  as  error  in  fact.  And  if  that  was  denied,  an  issue  of  fact 
was  found,  which  the  law  required  to  be  tried  and  determ- 
ined by  a  jury.  (2  BurrUVs  Prac.  152-154.)  1?his  formed 
a  complicated,  troublesome  and  expensive  proceeding,  entirely 
unadapted  to  the  inconsiderable  amounts  forming  the  sub- 
jects of  controversies  brought  before  justices  of  the  peace. 
This  proceeding,  it  was  the  object  of  the  Code  to  abolish 
when  the  error  in  fact  arose  in  actions  pending  in  justices' 
courts,  and  to  substitute  for  it  a  hearing  in  the  county  court 
upon  affidavits  or  the  examination  of  witnesses.  In  doing  this 
it  was  not  the  object  of  the  law  to  extend  the  legal  significa- 
tion of  the  terms  used,  but  to  provide  a  new  and  simple  pro- 
ceeding for  ascertaining  and  correcting  such  errors  as  were 
not  within  the  knowledge  of  the  justice,  and  were  included 
in  the  legal  comprehension  of  the  terms  "  error  in  fact." 

This  conclusion  is  in  conformity  with  the  settled  rule 
applied  to  the  construction  of  statutes,  making  use  of  terms 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REFOBXa  143 

Tanner  agt.  Mar«h. 

which  have  previously  acquired  a  definite  legal  or  technical 
signification.  Such  terms  when  they  are  made  use  of  by 
the  legislature  in  the  enactment  of  laws,  are  presumed  to 
have  been  used  according  to  their  previous  legal  acceptation, 
where  nothing  Warranting  a  different  conclusion  is  contained 
in  the  statute.  {Sedgwich  on  Stat  and  Const  Law^ 
261-265.)  And  there  is  nothing  in  the  Code  that  will  jus- 
tify the  supposition  that  these  terms  were  used  in  any  differ- 
ent sense  in  this  instance. 

According  to  this  construction  of  this  section  of  the  Code, 
which  it  is  manifest,  is  the  one  that  should  be  given  to  it, 
this  portion  of  it  did  not  include  the  controversy  presented 
by  the  appeal  to  the  county  court  in  this  action.  And  that 
court,  therefore,  should  not  have  reversed  the  justice's  judg- 
ment for  the  cause  shown  by  the  afildavits. 

Where  the  defendant  fails  to  appear  before  the  justice,  a 
difierent  proceeding  is  provided  for  the  purpose  of  relieving 
him  from  his  default,  by  the  succeeding  portion  of  this  sec- 
tion of  the  Code.  Under  that  portion  of  the  section,  the 
judgment  of  the  justice  is  not  to  be  be  reversed.  But  when 
it  is  shown  by  the  affidavits  served  on  the  part  of  the  appel- 
lant, or  otherwise,  that  manifest  injustice,  has  been  done, 
and  the  default  is  satisfactorily  excused,  the  county  court,  in 
its  discretion,  may  set  aside  or  suspend  the  judgment,  and 
order  a  new  trial  before  the  justice  who  rendered  the  judg- 
ment, or  some  other  justice  in  the  same  county  (^  366  o/tlie 
Code).  This  is  the  provision  which  should  have  been  applied 
to  the  disposition  of  this  case  when  it  was  before  the  county 
court,  and  not  that  providing  for  the  correction  of  errors  in 
fact.  Then  the  defendant  would  have  been  afforded  an 
opportunity  to  appear  in  the  action  before  the  justice,  and 
there  pleading  in  abatement  the  fact  of  his  residence  in  the 
county  in  which  the  action  was  brought.  And  if  the  answer 
alleging  that  fact  should  have  been  found  to  be  true,  it  would 
necessarily  have  resulted  in  the  dismissal  of  the  suit. 

This  proceeding  may  still  be  taken  by  the  defendant,  if  the 
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county  court  shall  be  satisfied  upon  the  affidavits  produced 
Ijefore  it,  that  the  defendant's  default  in  not  appearing  before 
the  justice,  has  been  satisfactorily  excused,  and  that  mani- 
fest injustice  has  been  suffered  by  him  in  consequence  of  the 
judgment  which  the  plaintiff  has  recovered  against  him. 
Whether  that  be  so  or  not,  it  is  for  the  county  court,  and 
not  for  this  court,  to  decide. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  reversing  the  judgment 
of  the  justice,  should  be  reversed,  and  that  court  directed  to 
proceed  and  hear  the  defendant's  application  to  set  aside  or 
suspend  the  judgment  of  the  justice,  and  for  a  new  trial  to 
be  had  in  the  action. 
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UI^TER  COUNTY  COURT. 

The  Commissioners  fob  loaning  certain  moneys  of  the 
United  States,  of  the  county  of  Ulster,  agt.  Peter  Van 
Demark  and  wife,  and  others. 


Loaih  wtnmunonertj  of  tbe  United  States  deposit  fbnd,  are  reetrioted  to  the  faa  and 

tUiburMmmts  preeoribed  bf  the  aet  itself. 
Thej  cannot  be  allowed  cotU  to  be  taxedj  nnder  the  Revised  Statutes  for  the  serrioes 

of  an  attorney  in  conducting  the  foreclof  are  and  sale  of  a  mortga(<;e  given  to  them 


Oetdbefj  Termj  1868. 

The  mortgage  foreclosed  in  this  proceeding,  was  executed 
to  the  commissioners  by  Van  Demark  and  wife,  October 
31st,  1851.     The  interest  not  having  been  paid  in  October, 

1867,  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises  was  regularly  made 
by  the  commissioners  in  February,  1868.  The  purchaser  at 
that  sale  having  failed  to  comply  with  the  conditions  of  sale 
and  the  requirements  of  the  Ptatute,  the  premises  were  again 
advertised  and  a  re-sale  made  on  the  11th  day  of  September, 

1868.  On  this  sale  the  premises  were  sold  for  $1,605.  The 
amount  due  on  the  mortgage,  including  the  amount  the  com- 
missioners are  authorized  to  retain  by  the  provisions  of  the 
statute,  entitled  "  of  the  United  States  Deposit  Fund,"  was 
$523,  leaving  a  surplus  of  $1,082. 

The  commissioners  now  present  a  bill  of  costs  amounting 
to  $40.80,  under  title  5  of  chap.  10  of  the  3d  part  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  being  for  services  of  an  attorney  in  con- 
ducting the  two  foreclosures,  and  move  to  have  the  same 
taxed  and  allowed  out  of  the  surplus. 

The  mortgagor  having  died,  his  heirs  at  law  oppose  the 
motion.  The  items  claimed  are  conceded  to  be  correct,  if 
costs  can  be  allowed  at  alL 

You  XXXYI.  10 
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P.  CANTiNEy  one  of  commissumers^  for  motion. 
R.  Bernard,  opposed. 

ScHOONMAEER,  Couiitj  J.  It  is  Urged  in  behalf  of  the 
eommisfiionera  on  this  motion,  that  the  fees  allowed  by  tfaa 
statute  under  which  the  loan  commissioners  act,  are  intended 
to  compensate  the  comAiissioners  themselves  as  publis  offi- 
cers ;  and  that  there  is  nothing  in  that  statute  inconsistent 
with  the  employment  of  an  attorney  and  his  payment  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  property,  according  to  the  fee  bill  in 
the  general  statute.  It  is  also  urged,  that  the  latter  statute 
by  its  terms,  is  as  properly  applicable  to  foreclosures  by  loan 
commissioners,  as  to  any  others.  It  is  quite  evident  that  the 
fees  referred  to  are  intended  to  compensate  the  commission- 
ers for  their  official  services;  but  it  by  no  means  follows 
that  any  additional  sum  can  be  charged  against  the  mort^ 
gagor  and  taken  out  of  his  property. 

The  provisions  of  the  general  statute  are  as  follows : 
'^  The  costs  and  expenses  of  foreclosing  any  mortgage  bg 
advertisement^  shall  be  taxed,"  &c.  {3  Bev.  Siat.^  6th  ed.fp. 
932,  ^  3.) 

^^In  the  taxation  of  such  costs  and  expenses,  the  foUo^ng 
allowances  only  shall  be  made,"  specifying  the  items.   .  {Id. 

If  the  loan  law  contained  no  provision  for  fees  or  eosts^ 
there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  appl}ping  the  above  sections 
to  foreclosures  under  that  law.  But  if  the  allowances  autho- 
rized by  the  sections  quoted  are  taxable  in  loan  foreclosures, 
they  exclude  any  other  allowance.  The  provision  is  '^  the 
following  allowances  only  shall  be  made."  The  loan  law 
contains  no  provision  that  the  allowances  therein  authorized 
shall  be  in  addition  to  any  other  fees  or  allowances,  provided 
by  law.  If  the  bill  of  costs  proposed  should  be  taxed,  the  com- 
missioners would  be  limited  to  that  sum,  and  no  other  allow- 
ance could  be  made. 

As  other  fees  are  specfically  authorized,  it  would  seem  clear 


KEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa  147 

Commltrioiieii,  A,e.  of  Ulster  Co.  ftgt.  Van  Domark. 

(hat  this  act  could  not  have  been  intended  to  apply  to  loan 
foreclosures. 

But  I  think  an  examination  of  the  loan  law  can  leave  no 
doubt^  that  the  legislature  intended  to  provide  for  these  cases 
a  S3rstem  of  proecedure  and  a  fee  bill  complete  and  exclusive 
in  themselves. 

The  commissioners  are  public  officers.  They  foreclose,  as 
such  officers,  the  mortgages  given  to  them.  It  is  part  of 
their  duty.  And  it  is  fair  to  presume,  that  they  should  be 
competent  to  perform  their  ordinary  official  duties — the  sole 
duties  for  which  they  are  appointed — ^without  legal  aid. 

The  argument  of  the  necessity  for  an  attorney's  services 
on  account  of  the  difficult  character  of  the  proceeding  has, 
therefore,  no  force.  The  difficulties  are  not  in  the  duties ; 
bat  in  the  incompetency  of  the  official. 

By  section  15  of  the  act  entitled  "of  the  United  States 
Deposit  Fund"  as  amended  by  chap.  73  of  the  laws  of  1863, 
the  eommisaaoners  in  case  of  a  sale  of  any  lands  mortgaged 
to  them  by  virtue  of  that  act,  are  authorized  to  retain  in 
their  hands  out  of  the  moneys  for  which  the  lands  are  sold, 
besides  the  principal  and  interest,  the  amount  of  the  dis^ 
buTBements  paid  out  by  them  on  account  of  the  advertise- 
ments and  sale,  and  on  account  of  the  fees  paid  for  searches  and 
faking  affidavits  and  their  compensation  for  serving  said  adver- 
tisements, and  the  sum  of  five  dollars  for  their  services  in 
preparing  the  notices  of  such  sale  and  superintending  the 
same.  By  section  3  of  the  act  of  1863  before  cited,  the  com-  ■ 
mitfsioneni  are  entitled  to  include  in  the  expenses  of  the  sale, 
the -fees  which  they  shall  necessarily  pay  for  searches  of 
records  in  any  office,  and  for  the  taking  of  said  affidavits,  and 
the  sum  of  one  dollar  for  the  service  of  each  and  every  adver- 
tisement served  hy  them  or  in  their  behalf  in  any  one  fore- 
closure ;  provided  however  that  the  costs  of  such  service  shall 
not  in  any  one  forclosure  exceed  the  sum  of  ten  dollars. 

By  section  33  of  the  aforesaid  loan  act  (the  section  under 
which  the  sale  in  question  was  nmde)  the  mortgagor  under 
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certain  circumstances  is  authorized  to  redeem  by  paying  to 
the  commissioners  the  principal  and  interest  ^^  and  costs  and 
charges  of  fordosure  cls  presrcibed  hy  this  acty  together  with 
the  charges  of  advertising  the  same,''  and  (as  added  in  the 
amendatory  act  of  1863  before  cited)  ^Hhe  fees  paid  for 
searches  and  for  taking  affidavits  and  the  compensation  of 
the  said  commissioners  for  serving  such  advertisements." 

Section  39,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  1863,  provides  that 
the  money  for  which  the  mortgaged  premises  are  sold,  shall^ 
on  the  sale,  be  paid  to  the  commissioners,  out  of  which  they 
shall  retain  in  their  hands  the  principal  and  interest,  of  the 
mortgage  debt  ^^and  also  the  expenses  of  the  advertisements 
of  sale  and  the  fees  paid  for  searches  and  taking  affidavits, 
and  their  compensation  for  serving  advertisements ;  and  the 
remainder  J  if  any,  the  commissioners  shaUpay  to  the  mortga- 
gor his  or  her  heirs  or  assigns.'' 

And  as  if  to  make  the  legislative  intent  still  more 
explicit,  the  same  section  contains  this  further  provision : 

^^  And  on  such  sale  the  said  commissioners  shaQ  retain  in 
their  hands  no  more  than  the  amount  of  the  principal  ihen  due 
on  the  mortgage,  together  with  the  interest  which  may  have 
accrued  thereon,  and  the  fees  paid  for  searches  and  taking 
affidavits  and  their  compensation  for  serving  said  advertise- 
ments; and  if  any  excess  over  and  above  the  principal, 
interest  and  costs  aforesaidy  shall  have  been  paid  to  the  said 
commissioners  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  comp- 
troller is  hereby  authorized  and  required  to  cause  such  excess 
to  be  refunded  to  the  mortgagor,  his  or  her  heirs  or  assings.' 

It  is  very  evident  to  my  mind  from  the  foregoing  {pro- 
visions of  this  statute,  that  the  con^missioners  are  restricted 
to  the  fees  and  disbursements  prescribed  by  the  act  itself, 
and  that  the  fee  bill  in  the  general  act  does  not  apply  to 
these  foreclosures.  If  the  commissioners  should  retain  more 
than  the  sum  prescribed  in  this  act,  it  would  be  the  duty  of 
the  comptroller  to  cause  the  excess  so  retained,  to  be  refun- 
ded to  the  mortgagor.     The  minuteness  and  particularity 
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with  which  the  costs  to  be  charged  are  repeatedly  specified, 
aod  the  prohibition  against  retaining  any  more  than  the 
items  so  specified,  show  plainly,  that  the  legislature  intended 
to  leave  the  matter  in  no  uncertainty,  but  to  fix  definitely  the 
costs  to  be  charged  and  that  there  should  be  no  possibility  to 
claim  additional  costs  by  implication  or  construction.  If 
loan  commissioners  deem  the  fees  allowed .  them  by  the 
statute  for  forclosure,  inadequate,  the  legislature  must  be 
appealed  to  for  relief. 

Under  these  views  of  the  law,  the  costs  presented  in 
this  matter  cannot  be  taxed,  and  the  whole  bill  is  therefore 
disallowed. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Chablds  B.  CoLBUSNy  appellant,  agt.  Alakson  P.  Mobto^ 
and  HofuCB  Gaylobd,  respondents. 

Where  auignett  for  the  benefit  of  ereditorsi  buy  in  troat  propertj  sold  ander  prior 
incnmbrances.  and  at  a  price  below  its  real  valaoi  ihey  will  be  adjudged  as  doing 
so  for  the  nae  and  benefit  of  the  tmst  fund,  notwitbtUndinf  the/  claim  to  have 
.purchased  and  to  bold  the  propertf  as  their  own,  relieved  from  the  trust— the 
assignment  having  been  declared  frandolent  and  void  at  the  snit  of  creditors. 

jtf  the  asMgneas  are  not  tiutees  lo  earrf  the  provisioDS  of  the  assignment  into  effiset, 
they  are  trostees  for  the  ereditorsi  who  by  their  proceedings  have  acquired  the 
right  Ui  control  the  application  of  the  property  through  the  courta. 

But  the  assignees  will  be  indemnified  for  their  advances  on  a  purchase  held  to  be  made 
for  the  benefit  of  the  trust  fund,  and  will  have  a  lien  on  the  property  pnrchased 
for  the  sum  advanced. 

A  trustee  will  not  be  permitted  to  make  profit  for  himself  out  of  the  trust  property; 
and  it  is  his  duty  to  prtitect  it  to  the  best  of  his  ability  from  sacrifice  on  sales, 
which  would  overreach  and  destroy  his  title ;  and  purchases  by  a  trustee  in  those 
oases  accrue  to  the  benefit  of  the  trust  fund. 

The  law  is  well  settled  in  this  state,  that  one  standing  in  a  confidential  relation  or  a 
fiduciary  capacity  towards  the  owner  of  property,  is  prohibited  from  purchasing  cr 
dealing  with  the  property  of  snch  person. 

January  Term^  1867. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  general  term  of  the  supreme 
court,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  special  term  entered  on 
the  report  of  a  referee. 

W.  WooDBUBT,  for  appellant 
W.  W.  Mann, /or  re^ondents. 

Davies,  Ch.  J.  The  respondents,  together  with  William 
W.  Mann,  wer^  the  assignees  of  one  Jesse  Fry.  The  plain- 
tiff a  judgment  creditor  of  Fry,  having  obtained  judgment 
against  him,  and  an  execution  issued  thereon  against  him 
having  been  duly  returned,  no  property,  instituted  this 
action  to  set  aside  said  assignment  as  fraudulent  and  void 
as  against  creditors,  and  to  reach  thp  property  of  Fiy,  and 
have  the  same  applied  in  payment  and  satisfaction. of  his 
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judgment.  Such  proceedings  were  had  in  the  supreme 
court,  that  said  assignment  was  declared  fraudulent  and 
void,  And  the  assignees  were  directed  to  account  and  pay 
over  to  a  receiver  to  be  appointed,  all  the  property,  estatcj 
funds,  and  effects  of  the  said  judgment  debtor  received  by 
them;  and  the  said  court  did  further  order  that  said 
assignees  deliver  over  to  such  receiver  all  the  property  the4» 
remainii^g  in  their  hands,  received  and  held  by  them  under 
said  assignment,  and  the  proceeds  and  avails  of  so  much  of 
the  property  so  received  by  them,  as  had  been  by  them  sold 
to  others,  with  interest  on  the  same  from  the  time  of  such 
sale  or  sales,  and  the  value  of  all  said  property  as  had  been 
\ised  or  converted  to  the  use  of  them  or  either  of  them ; 
except  that  they  were  not  to  account  for  so  much  of  said 
property  so  received  by  them,  as  had  been  taken  and  sold 
W  execution  and  chattel  mortgages  against  said  Jesse  Fry, 
and  not  purchased  by  them  or  either  of  them,  on  such  sale 
oraales. 

And  it  was  further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  in  regard 
to  such  ef  the  property  so  add  on  execution  and  chattel 
mortgage,  that  said  assignees  must  account  for  and  pay  over 
ip  the  said  receiver  the  amount  of  the  difference  between  the 
price  paid  on  such  purchase,  and  the  then  actual  value  of 
the  property  so  purchased,  with  interest  from  the  time  of 
sneh  purchase;  and  that  the  said  assignees  must  account 
for  and  pay  over  to  the  said  receiver  the  value  of  all  pro* 
perty  so  assigned  to  them,  which  had  been  lost  or  wasted 
by  their  want  of  care.  And  a  referee  was  appointed  to 
take  and  state  said  account  upon  the  principles  mentioned 
in  said  order.  The  referee  charged  the  assignees  with  the 
sum  of  $5d5.S0,  being  the  difference  between  the  actual 
value  of  the  property  of  their  assignor,  purchased  by  them., 
pud  the  price  paid  by  them  for  the  same. 

And  the  referee  also  refused  to  allow  the  assignees  cer- 
tain payments  made  by  them,  amounting  to  the  sura  of 
|4i3.10.    Th^ese  disbursements  were  made  for  expiens^  U 


152  NEW  YORK  PRACncaES  REPORTa 

Colbarn  agt.  Morton. 

getting  in  and  harvesting  the  crops^  and  securing  the  pro- 
perty assigned,  and  for  money  paid  Orlando  Allen  upon  a 
mortgage  held  by  him  upon  a  portion  of  the  assigned  pro- 
perty. There  is  no  evidence  that  these  payments  were  not 
made  in  good  faith. 

Judgment  was  entered  up  in  conformity  with  the  report 
of  the  referee,  and  on  appeal  to  the  general  term,  that  court 
held  that  the  defendants  should  be  credited  with  said  sum 
of  $448.10,  and  that  the  defendants  had  been  improperly 
charged  with  the  sum  of  $535.80,  the  difference  between 
the  actual  value  of  property  of  the  assignor  purchased  by 
them,  and  the  price  paid  therefor,  and  ordered  a  new  trial, 
unless  the  plaintiff*  would  elect  to  reduce  his  judgment  to 
the  sum  of  $592.  This  the  plaintiff*  refused  to  do,  and 
appealed  to  this  court  from  said  order,  stipulating  that  if 
the  same  be  affirmed,  that  judgment  absolute  be  rendered 
against  him. 

The  only  question  which  the  appeal  brings  up  for  adju- 
dication is  the  correctness  of  the  order  of  the  supreme  court, 
reversing  the  judgment  of  the  referee,  compellifig  the 
assignees  to  account  for  and  be  charged  with  the  difference 
between  the  price  paid  on  the  purchase  of  the  property  of 
their  assignor  by  them,  and  the  actual  value  of  such  pro- 
perty at  the  time  of  such  purchase  by  them. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  plaintiff*,  by  virtue  of  his 
judgment  and  execution,  and  the  lien  acquired  by  the  com* 
mencement  of  this  action  and  the  setting  aside  of  the  assign- 
m<3nt  of  his  judgment  debtor  to  these  defendants,  has  suc- 
ceeded to  all  the  rights  of  their  assignor,  of,  in,  or  to,  all  the 
property,  funds,  and  effects  of  Fry,  the  judgment  debtor. 
The  law  is  well  settled  in  this  State,  that  one  standing  in  a 
.  confidential  relation  towards  the  owner  of  property,  is  pro- 
hibited from  purchasing  or  dealing  with  the  property  of  such 
person.  Gardner  agt.  Ogdm  (22  N.  Y.  Rep.  327),  and  cases 
there  cited ;  and  McMahon  agt.  Allen^  decided  in  December, 
1866-     In  Fox  agt.  Mackreth  (2  Bro.  C.  R.  400)  it  was  held 
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by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  (afterwards  Lord  Eenyok),  and 
by  Lord  ChanceUor  Thublow,  that  a  trustee  for  the  sale  of 
estates  for  the  payment  of  debts^  who  purchased  them  him- 
self by  taking  undue  advantage  of  the  confidence  reposed  in 
him  by  the  plamtiiT,  and  who  resold  the  same  premises  at  a 
greatly  advanced  price^  should  be  regarded  as  a  trustee  as  to 
the  sums  produced  by  such  second  sale  for  the  original 
owner.  Kor  is  it  necessary  to  constitute  such  liability,  that 
the  trustee  should  be  the  actor  in  making,  the  sale.  It  is  the 
fact  of  becoming  the  purchaser,  and  thus  the  owner  of  the 
property  in  reference  to  which  he  holds  the  confidence  rela- 
tion, which  the  law  condemns.  In  the  case  of  the  Tcrh 
Building  Associatian  agt.  Mackenzie  (8  Bro.  P.  C.  42),  this 
rule  of  inhibition  was  applied  with  great  firmness.  The 
plaintifis  were  an  insolvent  company,  and  their  estate  was 
sold  by  the  order  of  the  court  of  sessions  in  Scotland  at  a 
public  judicial  sale,  to  satisfy  creditors.  The  practice  at 
such  sale  is,  to  set  up  the  property  at  a  value  fixed  by  the 
court,  which  is  called  the  upset  price,  and  which  is  affixed, 
on  information  obtained  and  communicated  to  the  court  by 
the  coitimon  agent  of  the  court,  who  has  the  management  of 
all  the  out-door  business  of  the  cause.  The  defendant, 
Mackenzie,  was  the  common  agent,  and  he  purchased  for 
himself  at  the  upset  price,  he  being  the  only  bidder,  no 
person  appearing  to  bid  more,  and  the  sale  was  confirmed  by 
the  court ;  and  in  the  course  of  eleven  years^  possession,  he 
had  expended  large  sums  for  buildings  and  improvements. 
There  was  no  question  as  to  the  fairness  and  integrity  of  the 
purchase.  It  was  held  that  Mackenzie  was  disabled  from 
becoming  a  purchaser,  and  he  was  held  to  account  for  the 
value  of  the  land  purchased,  after  being  credited  with  the 
amount  expended  by  him  for  improvements.  The  English 
cases  are  very  elaborately  reviewed  in  the  case  of  Aberdeen 
Bailway  Company  agt.  Blaikie  Brothers  (1  Macq.  461), 
decided  in  the  House  of  liords,  July  20, 1864.  Lord  Cran- 
WOBTH,  in  his  opinion,  says:      ^'Agents   have   duties   to 
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|wf)h{ffgex]ff  n  fidudiiry  character  towards  their  principal ;  ^nd 
i(  is  ^  rule  of  imiversal  application,  that  no  one  having  suc(h 
ilififn  to  discharge  shall  be  allowed  to  enter  into  engage- 
jnewt$  in  which  he  has,  or  can  have,  a  personal  interest  con- 
dicing,  or  which  possibly  may  conflict,  with  the  interest  of 
at^oafi  whom  be  is  bound  to  protect.  So  strickly  is  this  prin- 
^ple  adhered  to^  that  no  question  is  allowed  to  be  raised  i^ 
If^  tiie  fairness  or  unfadmess  of  a  contract  so  entered  into. 
JX  obviously  is,  or  may  be,  impossible  to  demonstrate  bow 
fytf  in  ^y  particular  pase,  the  terms  of  such  contract  have 
been  the  best  for  the  interest  of  the  cestui  que  trpsi  which 
i^  i^s  possible  to  obtain.  It  may  sometimes  happen  that 
$he  terms  o^  which  a  trustee  has  dealt,  or  attempted  to  deal, 
fiTltii  the  estate  or  interest  of  those  for  whom  he  is  a  trustee| 
imi^  been  as  good  as  could  have  been  obtained  from  any 
lather  peraon;  they  may  even  at  the  time  have  been  better, 
^jut  still,  so  inflexible  is  the  rule,  that  no  inquiry  on  that 
iHtiject  can  be  permitted.  The  English  authorities  on  this 
liead  are  numerous  and  uniform.'^  The  jsanoe  doctrine  received 
the  unequivocal  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Errors  of  this  State, 
ip  JfiiMTO  agt.  Allaire  (S  Gainers  Cases  in  Error.  183). 
PiQiSOK,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  9^ys:  ^'It 
ift  a  principle,  that  a  trustee  cap  never  be  a  purchaser;  and  I 
ussume  it  as  not  requiring  proof,  that  the  principle  must  be 
flitted,  not  only  as  established  by  adjudication,  but  also  s^ 
founded  in  indispensable  necessity,  to  prevent  that  great  inlet 
(kf  fmud,  and  those  dangerous  consequences  which  would 
0tmQ^,  if  trustees  might  thenoselves  become  purchasers,  or 
if  ^ey  were  not,  in  every  respect,  kept  within  compass, 
iMthough  it  may,  however,  seem  hard  that  the  trustee  shouli) 
)>e  the  only  person  of  all  mankind  who  may  pot  purchase, 
je|,  for  the  very  obvious  consequences,  it  is  proper  that  the 
rule  should  be  strictly  pursued,  and  not  in  the  least  relaxed.'' 
C^MOcellor  Kent,  in  Lavoue  agt.  Fanning  (2  John^.  Ch.  J$. 
459),  says,  that  he  cannot  but  notice  the  precision  and  aec,u- 
fpcy  witli  which  the  rule  and  the  reason  of  it  are  ^reatajted 
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by  Judge  Benson.  Where  a  purcfaaae  has  been  made  in  viola- 
tion of  these  principles^  cestui  que  trust,  or  those  vihomsij 
have  succeeded  to  his  rights,  can  either  apply  to  have  the 
sale  set  aude,  or  may  affirm  the  sale^  and  charge  the  pur- 
chaser with  the  actual  value  of  the  lands  purchased,  as  was 
done  in  the  notable  case  of  the  Tork  Building  Association 
agt  Mackeneie,  So^  in  the  present  case,  the  purchase  by 
these  trustees  might  have  been  set  aside^  or  it  was  coinpe- 
^nt  to  affirm  the  same,  and  charge  the  trustees  with  th^ 
value  of  the  property  purchased  by  them.  In  taking  and 
adjusting  the  account  of  the  trustees,  it  was  therefore  cor- 
rect in  the  special  term  of  the  supreme  court  to  direct  that 
tiiey  must  account  for  and  pay  over  to  the  receiver  in  this 
action^  the  amounts  of  the  difference  between  the  price  paid 
on  the  purchases  made  by  theqi  of  the  assigned  estate,  and 
the  then  actual  value  of  the  property  so  purchased,  with 
interest  from  the  time  of  such  purchase.  That  difference — 
upon  all  the  authorities — Fry,  the  assignor,  would  have 
been  entitled  to  recover  against  his  trustees,  and  the  receiver 
in  this  action  was  also  entitled  to  the  same,  for  distribution 
among  Fry's  creditors.  We  think  the  general  term. erred 
in  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  deduct  that  sum  from  the  amount 
of  the  judgment  in  this  action. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  the  supreme  court  properly, 
allowed  a  credit  to  the  trustees  of  the  sum  of  $448.10,  lor 
payments  made  by  them  in  good  faith.  It  is  well  settled| 
that  on  setting  aside  an  assignment  accepted  by  the  trustees 
in  good  faith,  their  sales  made  under  it  will  be  ratified,  and 
they  wUl  be  indemnified  in  reqpect  of  their  acts  done  and 
payments  made  in  good  faith,  in  pursuance  of  its  provi- 
visions.  {Barney  agt.  Qriffin,  4  Sand.  Ch.  Rep.  652 ;  Young 
agt  Brush,  28  N.  Y.  667^  and  cases  there  dted.) 

The  order  ganting  a  new  trial  should  therefore  be  rever- 
aed,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  at  special  teem  should 
be  affirmed,  upon  the  plaintifi's  consenting  to  deduct  there* 
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from  the  sum  of  $448.10,  as  of  the  date  of  the  said  judg- 
ment. 

No  costs  to  either  party  upon  this  appeal. 

Conditional  reversal  concurred  in  by  Bockes,  Davies, 
SCRUGHAH,  Parker  and  PorteRi  J.J. 

Reversed  conditionally. 

BocKES,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  gen- 
eral term  of  the  supreme  court,  reversing  the  judgment  of 
the  special  term,  entered  on  the  report  of  a  referee;  the  appel- 
lant stipulating  that  judgment  absolute  might  be  entered 
against  him,  if  the  order  should  be  affirmed. 

The  action  was  brought  by  a  judgment  creditor  against  his 
debtor,  and  the  assignees  of  the  latter  to  set  aside  an  assign- 
ment for  fraud,  and  to  have  the  assigned  property  and  its 
avails  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  judgment.  The  action 
was  referred  to  Isaac  A.  Verplank,  as  referee  "  to  hear,  try 
and  determine  all  the  issues  and  matters  set  forth  in  the 
pleadings." 

The  referee  having  heard  the  case,  decided  itf  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  on  all  the  issues  made  by  the  pleadings,  and  directed 
an  accounting  by  the  assignees  in  regard  to  the  assigned 
property. 

The  referee's  report  was  in  due  form.  It  contained  his 
findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law;  and  judgment  was 
entered  thereon  at  a  special  term,  which  declared  the  rights 
of  the  parties  as  determined  by  the  referee  and  stated  in  his 
report.  The  report  and  judgment  directed  that  a  receiver 
should  be  appointed  with  the  usual  rights  and  powers  of 
receivers  in  such  cases.  Also  directed  the  appointment  of  a 
referee  to  take  and  state  the  account  of  the  assignees. 

No  exception  was  taken  to  the  report  of  the  referee ;  nor 
was  any  case  made  showing  the  evidence  of  proceedings  on 
the  trial  before  him ;  nor  was  an  appeal  taken  from  the  judg- 
ment or  order  entered  on  his  report 

At  a  subsequent  special  term;  an  order  was  entered  by 
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eoDflent  of  partieSy  referring  it  to  Perry  G.  Parker,  as  referee, 
to  take  the  accounting  authorized  and  directed  by  the  prior 
decision. 

About  one  year  and  a  half  after  the  entry  of  this  order  of 
reference,  Mr.  Parker  made  his  report,  whereby  he  found  and 
decided  that  all  the  assigned  property  which  came  to  the 
possession  of  the  assignees  had  been  disposed  of  by  them,  or 
had  been  used  and  appropriated  by  them,  rendering  them 
chargeable  with  its  value,  and  he  certified  a  balance  against 
Morton  and  Gaylord,  who  alone  had  received  the  property 
and  its  avails  of  $1,575.90,  which  sum  they  were  directed  to 
pay  to  the  receiver.  This  report  was  confirmed  at  special 
term,  and  an  order  was  entered  thereon  directing  Morton  and 
Gaylord  to  pay  to  the  receiver  the  sum  certified  against  them, 
with  interest,  within  thirty  days  or  that  execution  issue 
against  them  therefor.  From  this  order  or  judgment  the 
.defendants Morton  and  Gaylord  appealed  to  the  general  term, 
and  the  general  term,  on  considering  the  appeal,  reversed 
both  orders,  as  well  the  one  entered  on  the  report  of  the  sec- 
ond referee  as  also  that  entered  on  the  report  of  the  first. 
The  case  made  on  the  appeal  contained  only  the  evidence 
and  proceedings  before  the  second  referee,  Mr.  Parker's,  and 
as  appears  fromihe  order  of  the  general  t^rm,  the  reversal 
was  for  errors  of  law  and  errors  of  fact* 

(The  practice  adopted  in  this  case  was  here  discussed  at 
considerable  length,  and  disapproved.  But  it  was  considered 
that  the  case,  as  presented,  admitted  of  a  review  by  this  court 
of  the  principal  question  touching  the  merits  argued  on  the 
appeal  and  the  opinion  proceeded  as  follows :) 

If  we  unite  the  two  ordera — ^that  made  on  the  report  of  the 
accounting  referee  with  that  made  on  the  report  of  Mr.  Ver- 
phnk — ^we  have,  in  effect,  a  judgment  and  decree  complete 
in  all  its  parts ;  and  the  appeal  will  stand  according  to  the 
plain  intent  of  the  party  appealing,  as  an  appeal  from  a  part 
only  of  the  judgment — an  appeal  from  that  part  affected  by 
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the  accountings  asr  to  which  only  exoeptioos  were  taken  and 
a  case  was  made  for  review. 

This  is  tho  form  in  which  the  case  was  presented  on  the 
appeal  to  the  general  term.  The  order  entered  on  the  report 
of  Mr.  Yerplanky  was  the  judgment  to  the  extent  that  it 
determined  the  issues  made  by  the  pleadings^  and  was  rendered 
complete  by  the  supplemental  order  entered  on  the  report 
of  Mr.  Parker^  both  of  which  should  have  been  combined, 
had  the  correct  practice  been  adopted. 

In  this  view  of  the  case  the  general  term  was  in  error  in 
reversing  that  part  of  the  judgntent  directed  by  the  deciaoii 
and  report  of  Mr.  Verpknk. 

That  part  had  not  been  appealed  from — Whence  was  not 
before  the  court  for  review — nor  had  exceptions  to  it  been 
taken ;  nor  had  a  case  been  made  and  settled  showing  the 
proceedings  before  the  referee.  It  is  also  certified  to  this 
court  that  the  reversal  by  the  general  term  was  for  errors  of 
law  and  errors  of  fact.  But  it  could  not  be  seen  that  Mr. 
Verplank  r^orted  erroneously  on  the  facts,  for  no  case  was 
made  showing  what  facts  were  established  before  him. 

The  court  could  not  therefore  say,  that  his  findings  of  fact 
were  erroneous.  Was  Mr.  Verplank  in  error  in  his  condn- 
sions  of  law  f  ' 

If  right  in  my  view  of  the  ease  above  expressed,  the  par* 
ties  must  be  held  to  have  acquiesced  in  his  condiisions  of 
law  by  omitting  to  enter  exceptions  or  to  appeal. 

But  let  it  be  conceded  that  the  genertJ  term  bad  the 
right  to  review  the  decision  entered  on  the  report  of  Mr. 
Verplank,  and  its  reversal  was  manifestly  erroneous.  The 
point  of  error  suggested  by  the  general  term,  as  regards 
Mr.  Verplank's  report  was,  that  he  held  the  assignees  to 
account  as  trustees — ^notwithstanding  the  assigmnrat  Was 
adjudged  fraudulent  and  void. 

It  is  made  to  appear  from  the  pleadings^  and  from  tbe 
evidence  produced  before  Mr.  Parker,  that  there  were  Kens 
on  portions  of  the  assigned  property  by  virtue  of  levies 
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under  execution  and  hj  chattel  mortgages,  at  the  time  the 
assignment  was  made* 

^er  the  assignment  and  on  sales  under  sUch  executions 
and  mortgages,  the  assignees-  became  purchasers,  at  sums 
less  than  the  actual  value  of  the  property  purchased  by^ 
them.  The  referee  held  and  decided/  tbat,  in  regard  t^  such 
property,  tbe  assignees  must  account  for  the  difierenoA 
between  the  price  paid  by  them  on  such  purchases,  and  ita 
actual  value.  This  diffierence  wait  subsequently,  on  fhe 
accounting  before  Mr.  Parker,  found  to  amount  in  the  aggr^ 
gate  to  $5a5.8a. 

The  ground  of  such  decision  was  that  the  assigrieeto 
claimed  to  hold  this  property  as  their  own,  relieved  from 
the  trust.  They  so  claimed  from  tbe  first,  before  the  assign^ 
ment  was  adjudged  void,  and  while  they  were  insisting  on 
its  validity.  They  put  their  claim  on  the  record  by  their 
answer.  They  there  admit  that  they  claim  to  hold  certain 
personal  property,  which  formerly  belonged'  to  Fry,  in  their 
own  right,  and  (Ulege  in  justification  of  such  claim, 'thaA» 
although  the  property  came  to  their  possession  by  virtue  of 
the  assignment,  yet  that  at  that  time  it  was  under  levy  on 
execution,  and  was  subject  to  chattel  mortgages,  undbr 
which  it  was  subsequent^  sold,  and  that  on  such  sales  they 
Became  purchasers. 

The  claim  of  absolute  ownership  was  asserted  and  per- 
sisted in  until  and  after  judgment  was  rendered  against  them ; 
and  the  supreme  court  sustained  the  claim  (erroneoudy  I 
think),  not  on  the  ground  put  forward  in  the  answer,  but 
On  ground  equally  untenable,  that  the  assignment  being 
decreed  void,  they  were  discharged  from  all  the  duties,  obli- 
gations, and  responsibilities  which  otherwise  would  have 
rested  on  them  as  trustees,  in  regard  to  their  purchases  of 
trust  property  on  sales  under  liens  which  attached  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  the  trust.  A  trustee  will  not  be 
permitted  to  make  profit  for  himself  out  of  the  trust  pro- 
perty ;  and  it  is  his  duty  to  protect  it  to  fhe  best  of  bii 


X60  ^^^^  TOBK  PBIOTIGE  HEPOIIT& 

Colbnni  iigt.  Morton. 

ability  from  sacrifice  on  sales  which  would  overreach  and 
destroy  his  title^  and  purchases  by  a  trustee  in  those  cases 
accrue  to  the  benefit  of  the  trust  fund. 

It  was  held  in  Jewett  agt.  MiUer  (10  K  T.  402)  that 
*'  one  standing  as  trustee  in  respect  to  property  in  his  pos- 
session is  not  permitted  to  purchase  and  hold  it  for  his  own 
benefit,  although  the  sale  is  a  judicial  one  under  a  title 
superior  to  that  of  the  trustee  or  the  cestui  que  trustJ^  It  was 
said  by  the  chancellor  in  Van  Epps  agt.  Van  Epps  (9  Paige^ 
237);  that  it  was  a  rule  of  universal  application,  '^  that  no  party 
can  be  permitted  to  purchase  an  interest  in  property,  and 
hold  it  for  his  own  benefit  when  he  has  a  duty  to  perform 
in  relation  to  such  property  which  is  inconsistent  with  the 
character  of  a  purchaser  on  his  own  account  and  for  his 
individual  use.  In  Slade  agt.  Van  Vechten  (11  Paige  21)^ 
it  was  decided  that  a  trustee  who  buys  in  the  trust  property 
under  a  prior  incumbrance,  and  at  a  price  below  its  real 
value,  is  always  considered  as  doing  so  for  the  use  and  benefit 
of  his  cestui  que  trust.  {See  also  the  following  cases :  1  Sand.  Ch. 
148;  Id.  214;  Id.  261;  3  Sand/.  Ch.  60;  4  Sandf.  Ch.  263; 
Id.  37;  7  HiUy  260;  4  Cow.  717;  9  Paige^  649;  4Zenf,  438; 
Story's  Eq.  Jur.^  Sec. '321  j  322,  466;  WiUd.  Eqt.  Jur.^  186, 
187;  1 1  Barh.  356;  22  JV.  Y.  B.  327.)  The  authorities  bearing  on 
this  subject  both  in  England  and  in  this  country,  are  collected 
byDAViES,  J.,  in  Gardner  agt.  Ogden  (22  N.  Y.B.  327),  where 
the  principle  which  excludes  a  trustee  from  all  right  to  pur- 
chase the  trust  property  and  hold  it  for  his  own  benefit,  is 
clearly  and  emphatically  reiterated  and  affirmed.  The  trustee 
will,  of  course,  be  indemnified  for  his  advances  on  a  pur- 
chase, held  to  be  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  beneficiary, 
and  will  Imve  a  lien  on  the  property  purchased  for  the  sum 
advanced.     (10  N.  T.  B.  406 ;  11  Paige,  21). 

These  equitable  principles  are  applied  to  trustees  in  regard 
to  their  dealings  with  the  trust  property  in  cases  of  valid 
trusts,  and  they  should  also  have  application  on  settlements 
and  accountings  with   trustees  or   assignees  in  cases  of 
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fraudulent  assignments,  when  adjudged  void.  Although  the 
assignment  is  declared  void,  the  assignees  will  be  protected 
m  so  far  as  they  have  acted  under  it,  in  pursuance  of  its 
provisions  in  good  faith.  (4  FaigCj  23  ;  6  Paige^  13 ;  6 
Barb.  470 ;  24  N.  Y.  R  505.)  They  have  the  benefit  of  it 
in  their  accounting  until  the  fund  property  held  by 
them  under  it  is  arrested  by  the  creditors'  suit,  whereby  its 
application  is  changed  by  operation  of  law.  A  fraudulent 
assignment  is  not  absolutely  void,  but  void  only  as  to 
creditora  on  due  application  to  the  court.  Neither  the 
assignor  or  assignees  can  be  heard  to  assert  its  invalidity, 
and  so  "long  as  the  assigned  property  and  its  avails  remain 
in  the  bands  of  the  assignees,  they  continue  trustees  in 
regard  to  it. 

If  not  trustees  to  carry  the  provisions  of  the  assignment 
into  effect,  they  are  trustees  for  the  creditors,  who  by  their 
proceedings  have  acquired  the  right  to  control  the  applica- 
tion of  the  property.  As  was  well  said  in  the  dissenting 
opinion  in  this  case,  when  under  consideration  in  the 
supreme  court,  "  If  they  hold  under  the  assignment,  they 
are  trustees  of  an  express  trust  to  be  executed  according  to 
the  directions  of  the  instrument ;  but  if  the  assignment  be 
avoided  by  creditors,  the  assignees  are  trustees  for  the  cre- 
ditors under  an  equitable  or  constructive  trust  to  be  exe- 
cuted as  the  law  adjudges  through  the  courts. 

*^  It  is  impossible  for  them  to  escape  that  relation,  and  it 
is  by  reason  of  its  existence  after  avoiding  the  instrument 
by  which  they  take  title  from  the  assignor,  that  the  court 
either  divests  them  of  the  property,  or  orders  them  to 
account  for  what  they  have  received  under  it." 

The  authorities  above  cited  show  conclusively  that  the 
assigned  property  purchased  in  by  the  assignees  still  belonged 
to  the  trust  fund,  subject  only  to  the  assignees'  right  of 
indemnity  for  their  advance  on  the  purchase. 

When  or  by  what  process  did  the  assignees  obtain  a  better 

title  f 

Voxi.  XXXVL  11 
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It  is  plain  they  had  none,  and  it  is  equally  apparent  that 
the  creditors  by  their  proceeding  acquired  a  right  to  the 
entire  fund,  as  it  existed  in  their  hands.  The  action  of  the 
creditor  in  equity  operated  on  the  trust  property  in  what- 
ever form,  and  under  whatever  condition  it  was  held  by  the 
trustees,  wresting  it  from  the  illegal  direction  given  it  by 
the  fraudulent  instrument,  and  giving  its  application  as  the 
law  required.  The  assignees  could  not  be  allowed  to  profit 
by  the  proceeding,  otherwise  a  temptation  would  be  opened 
up  to  them  to  violate  their  duty. 

If  they  would  be  allowed  gains  in  case  the  assignment 
should  be  adjudged  void,  vihich  they  could  not  have  if  it 
continued  in  force,  there  would  be  an  inducement  offered 
them  to  aid  in  the  destruction  of  the  trust.  No  principle 
is  better  settled  than  this,  that  trustees  cannot  be  permitted 
to  hold  a  position  hostile  to  the  trust. 

They  can  no  more  be  allowed  to  make  profit  by  its  des- 
truction than  by  its  execution,  and  consequently  cannot 
bold  property  discharged  from  the  trust  in  one  case,  which 
would  be  subjected  to  it  in  the  other.  Again :  it  has  been 
shown  that  the  assignees  were  protected  by  the  assig^iment, 
while  acting  under  it  in  good  faith.  As  a  qonsequence  they 
should  be  subjected  to  the  duties,  obligations,  aud  responsi- 
bilities which  attached  to  their  position.  There  is  no  hardship 
in  the  application  of  these  rules  to  a  case  of  accounting  by 
assignees,  like  the  one  here  under  consideration,  for  under 
their  application,  assignees  are  secured  full  and  perfect 
indemnity.  All  that  is  required  of  them  is  that  they  shall 
surrender  and  deliver  over  to  the  receiver  the  entire  trust 
property  which  came  to  their  hands,  or  its  avails,  deducting 
all  payments  made  by  theoi  in  good  faith  in  performance  of 
the  trust,  and  on  being  allowed  for  all  labor,  expenses,  and 
advances,  made  and  incurred  in  its  protection  and  preserva- 
tion. 

If  allowed  other  and  greater  rights,  they  will  be  per- 
mitted to  hold  gains  acquired  in  their  use  of  the  trust  funds 
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or  resulting  from  their  management  of  the  trust  property. 
The  rule  which  should  obtain  is  well  stated  by  Mr.  Justice 
Davies,  in  his  dissenting  opinion  in  this  case,  that  *'When 
the  assignment  is  held  invalid  as  against  creditors^  the  rights 
and  relations  of  the  assignees  (except  so  far  as  they  have  in 
good  faith  executed  the  trust),  are  precisely  those  that 
would  arise  if  the  property  had  been  delivered  to  them  by 
the  assignor  with  the  express  directions  to  do  what  the  law 
adjudges  they  are  bound  to  do ;  and  hence  the  rule  relating 
to  trustees,  and  preventing  them  from  acquiring  an  interest 
in  the  property  hostile  to  the  beneficiary,  and  especially  their 
making  any  speculations  upon  it,  is  fully  and  at  all  times 
operative." 

It  follows  from  these  considerations  that  the  assignees  were 
properly  charged  in  the  accounting  with  the  difference 
between  the  amount  paid  by  them  on  the  purchase  of  the 
property,  and  its  actual  value.  They  might  have  relieved 
themselves  from  this  amount,  by  turning  over  the  property 
to  the  receiver,  on  being  paid  or  allowed  the  sum  advanced 
on  its  purchase ;  but  they  elected  to  hold  it  as  their  own  dis- 
charged from  the  trust. 

They  so  claimed  in  the  proceedings,  and  still  so  claim  it. 

They  were  consequently  properly  charged  with  its  value, 
less  the  amount  paid  by  them  on  the  purchase.  In  any  view 
that  can  be  taken  of  the  case,  the  reversal  of  the  order  or 
judgment  entered  on  the  report  of  the  first  referee,  Mr. 
Verplank.  was  erroneous. 

We  are  now  brought  to  a  consideration  of  the  order  or 
judgment  of  the  special  term  entered  on  the  report  of  the 
second  referee,  Mr.  Parker. 

An  appeal  was  taken  from  this  order  to  the  general  term, 
where  its  was  reversed. 

;  It  is  first  objected  that  the  reversal  was  erroneous,  because 
there  was  no  sufficient  exception  either  to  the  order,  or  to 
the  report  of  the  referee  on  which  it  was  founded. 
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No  exception  to  the  order  appears  on  the  record,  and  only 
very  general  exceptions  to  the  report  of  the  referee. 

But  I  think  the  substantial  formalities  were  complied  with 
sufficiently  to  authorize  the  general  term  to  examine  the  case 
on  the  merits  of  the  accounting  before  Mr.  Parker. 

On  such  examination  it  was  decided  by  the  general  teniii 
that  several  items,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  $5d5.80| 
were  improperly  charged  against  the  defendants;  and  also 
that  items  amounting  to  $448.10,  were  improperly  dis* 
allowed  to  them  in  the  accounting,  and  for  those  reasons  the 
general  term  reversed  the  decisions  of  the  special  term,  unless 
the  plaintiff  would  stipulate  to  make  what  was  deemed  the 
proper  deduction. 

It  has  already  been  seen  in  the  previous  discussion  of  the 
case,  that  the  general  term  was  in  error  in  determining  that 
the  items  making  up  the  sum  of  S535.80  were  improperly 
charged  against  the  defendants.  This  amount  was  the  aggre- 
gate difference  between  the  sums  paid  by  the  assignees  upon 
sales  of  the  assigned  property,  made  under  excutions  and 
chattel  mortgages  which  held  priority  over  the  assignment, 
and  its  actual  value. 

The  assignees  insisted  on  holding  the  property  as  their 
own,  hence  were  properly  chargable  with  such  diflference. 

This  subject  has  been  above  considered,  and  needs  no 
further  comment.  Besides,  the  question  had  been  determined 
by  the  prior  decision  in  the  case,  which  adjudication  was 
conclusive  on  the  accounting  referee,  whether  right  or 
wrong.  The  adjudication  stood  as  the  law  of  the  case  until 
reversed,  and  the  parties  have  made  it  conclusive  on  them 
by  omitting  to  appeal.  The  accounting  referee  was  there- 
fore right  in  charging  the  assignees  with  these  items,  con- 
trolled as  he  was  by  the  prior  decision,  and  this  should  be  all 
the  more  satisfactory,  because  in  accordance  with  well 
settled  equitable  principles. 

The  assignees  claimed  to  be  allowed  for  taking  charge  of, 
and  preserving  the  trust  property,  as  for  havesting  and 
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saving  the  grain  crops.  Also  $154.10,  paid  Mr.  Allen  on  a 
mortgage  which  was  a  lien  on  a  portion  of  the  property. 

These  items  amounted  to  $448.10,  at  the  date  of  the 
referee's  report. 

The  referee  refused  to  allow  these  items.  In  this  he  was 
in  error. 

As  the  case  was  made  before  him,  they  were  proper  items 
to  be  allowed  the  assignees.  They  were  items  of  expendi- 
ture proper  to  be  allowed,  were  duly  charged  and  verfied  in 
the  account,  and  were  not  impeached.  For  aught  that 
appeared  before  the  referee,  these  items  of  expenses  and  pay- 
ments were  incurred  and  made,  necessarily  and  in  good  faith, 
with  a  view  to  the  preservation  and  protection  of  the 
property,  to  prevent  its  loss  and  sacrifice. 

The  assignees  were  entitled  to  full  indemnity  against  such 
liabilities  and  expenditures,  and  should  be  protected  in  the 
accounting,  in  so  far  as  they  acted  intentionally  for  the  benefit 
of  the  trust  in  good  faith  and  without  negligence.  In  the 
absence  of  anything  impugning  their  fairness,  tlie  referee 
should  have  allowed  those  items  to  the  assignees  in  their 
accounts. 

For  this  error  the  case  must  go  back  to  the  accounting 
referee,  unless  the  plaintiff  will  consent  to  reduce  the 
amount  reported  against  the  assignees  to  $1,127.80,  as  of  the 
date  of  the  report. 

There  was  a  great  number  of  exceptions  taken  to  the 
rulings  of  the  referee  on  the  hearing,  principally  in  regard  to 
the  reception  or  rejection  of  evidence,  but  none  of  them  are 
of  sufficient  importance  to  require  comment  here. 

The  order  of  the  general  term  appealed  from,  should  be 
reversed  without  costs  of  appeal  either  to  the  general  term 
or  to  this  court,  and  the  order  of  the  June  tenn,  1859, 
should  be  reversed  and  the  case  sent  back  on  the  matter  of 
the  accounting,  to  the  accounting  referee,  Mr.  Parker,  unless 
the  plaintiff  within  twenty  days  after  the  filing  remittitur 
from  this  court,  stipulates  to  reduce  the   amount  reported 


Igg  KEW  TOBK  PRAOTICTl  RESPOBTa 

Colbarn  a^  Morton. 

against  the  aignees.  Morton  and  Gaylord^  to  the  sum  of 
$1,127.80,  as  of  the  date  of  the  report,  and  in  case  such 
stipulation  be  given,  then  the  order  of  said  special  term 
should  be  affirmed  for  the  abve-mentioned  sum  with  interest 
hereon  from  the  date  of  the  report 

All  the  judges  concurred  in  the  above  opinion,  except 
Grover,  J.,  who  dissented. 

Hunt,  J.,  thought  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed,  but 
concurred  witn  Bocees,  J.,  as  to  the  rules  of  law  laid  down 
in  the  opinion. 
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U.  S.  DISTRICT  COURT. 
In  He  John  S.  Wright, 

The  qoeetion  of  frand  in  the  creation  of  a  debt,  cannot  be  litigated  in  bankraptcj- 

proceedings. 
A  debt,  which  is  by  section  33  of  the  act,  excepted  from  the  operation  of  a  discharge, 

as  is  a  debt  created  by  the  frand  of  the  bankrupt,  can  be  collected  notwithstanding 

the  discharge. 
A  creditor,  therefore,  in  bankruptcy  proceedings,  cannot  be  allowed  to  examine  the 

bankrupt  to  prove  the  nature  of  the  transaction  out  of  which  the  indebtedness  due 

to  him  arose,  and  that  such  indebtedness  was  created  by  false  and  fraudulent  rep* 

resentations  of  the  bankrupt. 

At  Chambers^  before  John  Fitch,  Register. 

This  cause  is  now  pending  before  me  in  this  court  of 
bankruptcy.  The  petitioner  sets  forth  in  his  schedules  an 
indebtedness  as  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Wright,  Maxwell  & 
Co.,  to  Knowles  &  Foster,  creditors ;  the  petitioner  sets  out 
the  cause  of  indebtedness  as  follows : 

"  The  said  Knowles  &  Foster  made  a  claim  in  Rio  de 
Janeiro,  as  creditors  of  Wright,  Maxwell  &  Co.  and  Maxwell, 
Wright  &  Co.,  on  the  failure  of  the  latter  firm,  which  claim 
the  petitioner  believes  was  admitted  by  the  court  at  Rio. 
The  petitioner  believes  the  claim  was  for  acceptances  and 
advances  made  and  given  by  said  Knowles  &  Foster  for  said 
Maxwell,  Wright  &  Co.  and  Wright,  Maxwell  &  Co.,  but  has 
no  knowledge  of  the  amount  of  said  claim  or  how  much  is 
due  thereon,  all  the  papers  and  accounts  relating  thereto 
having  been  kept  at  Rio  de  Janeiro."  On  the  29th  day  of 
April,  1868,  Knowles  &  Foster  appeared  before  me  at  a 
court  of  bankruptcy,  by  attorneys  Weeks  &  Forster,  and 
proved  their  claim,  which  is  in  words  and  figures  as  follows: 

Southern  District  of  New  YorJc^  ss.: 

At  No.  39  Pine  street,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  in  the 
county  of  New  York  and  state  of  New  York,  on  the  29th 
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day  of  April,  A.  D.,  1868,  before  me,  John  Fitch,  a  register 
far  the  southern  district  of  New  York,  came  George  H.  Fors- 
ter  of  New  York  city,  in  the  county  of  New  York  and  state 
of  New  York,  and  made  oath,  and  says  that  he  is  one  of  the 
firm  of  Weeks  &  Forster,  of  said  city,  who  are  the  attorneys 
in  this  matter  of  Knowles  &  Foster,  of  London,  England, 
and  that  deponent's  firm  is  authorized  to  represent  them 
herein  by  letter  of  15th  April,  1868. 

And  deponent  further  alleges  upon  information  and  belief, 
founded  upon  the  correspondence  between  said  Knowles  & 
Foster  and  Robert  C.  Wright,  partner  in  said  bankrupt's  firms 
hereinafter  mentioned,  copies  thereof  are  in  deponent's  pos- 
session, that  said  John  S.  Wright,  the  person  by  whom  a 
petition  for  adjudication  of  Bankruptcy  has  been  filed,  at  and 
before  the  filing  of  the  said  petition,  was  and  still  is  justly 
and  truly  indebted  to  said  Knowles  and  Foster,  of  London, 
England,  represented  by  deponent's  firm  as  aforesaid,  in  the* 
sum  of  nineteen  thousand  and  forty-eight  pounds,  fifteen 
shillings  and  eleven  pence,  sterling  (j£19,048  155  lid),  law- 
ful money  of  Great  Britain,  with  interest  thereon  from  the 
15th  day  of  November,  1866,  equivalent  at  that  time  in  law- 
ful money  of  the  United  States  to  one  hundred  and  thirty- 
four  thousand  and  thirty-four  dollars  and  sixty-one  cents, 
with  interest  as  aforesaid  for  the  unpaid  balance  of  moneys 
before  that  time  advanced  and  paid  by  said  Knowles  &  Fos- 
ter at  the  request  and  for  the  use  of  the  said  bankrupt's  firm, 
which  did  business  under  the  name  of  Maxwell,  Wright  & 
Co.,  at  Rio  de  Janeiro,  and  Wright,  Maxwell  &  Co.  in  New 
York  and  Baltimore,  under  credits  given  by  said  Knowles  & 
Foster,  as  bankers,  to  said  bankrupt's  firm  upon  their  repre- 
sentation that  their  capital  was  sufficient  to  guarantee  their 
bankers  and  especially  said  Knowles  &  Foster  against  loss 
under  any  responsibilities  which  they  might  assume  under 
such  credits;  and  besides  such  capital  of  their  own  they  had 
the  indefinite  use  of  a  large  portion  of  the  capital  which  their 
uncle  had  in  the  house,  as  also  of  some  j£10,000  or  ^11,000 
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of  Mr.  Maxwell's  capital,  which  representations  were  untrue, 
the  facts  being  to  the  contrary  thereof,  and  were  falsely  and 
fraudulently  made  to  induce,  and  did  induce  said  Knowles  & 
Foster,  on  the  faith  thereof,  to  advance  and  pay  said  moneys 
and  assume  the  responsibility  thereof;  that  such  debt  of 
$134,034.61,  with  interest  as  aforesaid,  was  created  by  such 
fraud  and  false  representations  of  said  bankrupt's  said  firm 
with  his  knowledge,  ratification,  acquiescence  and  assent 
therein  and  thereto,  for  which  said  sum  of  one  hundred  and 
tiiirty-four  thousand  and  thirty-four  dollars  and  sixty-one 
cents,  or  any  part  thereof,  this  deponent  says  that  he  has 
not,  nor  has  any  person  by  his  order,  or  to  this  deponent's 
knowledge  or  belief,  for  said  Knowles  &  Foster's  use,  had,  or 
received  any  manner  of  satisfaction  or  security  whatsoever. 

And  this  deponent  further  says  that  the  said  claim  was  not 
procured  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  the  proceeding 
under  the  act  of  Congress  entitled  ^^An  act  to  establish  a 
uniform  system  of  bankruptcy  throughout  the  United 
States,"  approved  March  2,  1867 ;  that  no  bargain  or  agrees, 
nient,  expressed  or  implied,  has  been  made  or  entered  into 
by  or  on  behalf  of  this  deponent,  to  sell,  transfer  or  dispose 
of  said  claim,  or  any  part  thereof,  against  said  bankrupt,  or 
to  take  or  receive,  directly  or  indirectly,  any  money, 
property  or  consideration  whatever  whereby  the  vote  of  this 
deponent  for  assignee,  or  any  action  on  the  part  of  this 
deponent,  or  any  other  person  in  the  proceedings  under  said 
act,  has  been,  is  or  shall  be  in  any  way  afiectcd,  influenced  or 
controlled. 

GEORGE  H.  FORSTEE, 
KNOWLES  &  FOSTER,  by 
GEORGE  H.  FORSTER,  their  attorney. 

Deposing  Creditors. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me, 

JOHN  FITCH, 

Begister  in  Bankruptcy  for  the  Southern  District  of  N.  T. 
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On  application  and  motion  of  Weeks  &  Forster,  counsel 
for  Knowles  &  Foster,  I  granted  an  order  for  the  examina- 
tion of  the  petitioner,  who  is  now  under  examination  on  the 
part  of  Knowles  &  Foster ;  his  examination  on  behalf  of 
Messrs.  Knowles  &  Foster  not  having  been  concluded,  the 
representative  counsel  submit  in  writing  the  following 
question  pertinent  to  the  issue : 

In  the  matter  of  Johh  S.  Wright^  bankrupt. 

Counsel  for  Knowles  &  Foster,  creditors,  propose  to 
examine  the  bankrupt,  to  prove  the  nature  of  the  transaction 
out  of  which  the  indebtedness  of  $134,034.61  and  interest 
thereon  to  said  creditors  arose,  and  that  the  indebtedness  was 
created  by  the  fraud  and  false  representations  of  said  bank- 
rupt and  his  late  partnership,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
this  debt  cannot  be  discharged  under  these  proceedings. 

WEEKS  &  FORSTER, 
Attorneys  for  Knowles  A  Foster. 

The  bankrupt,  John  S.  Wright,  objects  that  such  inquiry 
M  irrelevant,  that  the  question  of  fraud  in  the  creation  of 
the  debt  cannot  be  litigated  in  these  proceedings,  that  a  debt 
fraudulently  contracted  is  not  affected  by  a  discharge  in  bank- 
ruptcy, and  can  be  collected  notwithstanding  such  discharge^ 
and  that  such  question  can  only  arise  when  it  is  undertaken 
to  collect  such  debt  after  the  discharge  is  granted. 

CHAPMAN,  SCOTT  &  CROWELL, 

Attorneys  for  Bankrupt 

^*It  is  conceded  that  the  debt  referred  to  was  contracted 
in  the  year  1864." 

The  action  of  the  respective  counsel  places  the  petitioner 
in  a  singular  and  anomalous  position.  The  creditors  had  a 
right  to  prove  their  claim  in  the  manner  and  form  they  did, 
it  being  a  provable  claim ;  the  petitioner  has  a  right  to  con- 
trovert or  contradict  such  proof  and  show  that  the  indebted- 
ness was  not  founded  upon  fraud,  and  was  free  from  fraud, 
or  that  the  creditors  have  affected  a  settlement  thereof  with 
some  member  of  the  firm  of  which  petitioner  was  a  member, 
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or  that  the  debt  was  contracted  in  the  usual  course  of  trade 
ia  a  mutual;  open,  current  and  running  account^  running 
through  a  series  of  years,  and  that  the  petitioner  was  not 
present  at  the  making  of  the  contract,  and  that  his  only 
information  on  the  subject  was  subsequently  derived  from 
others  and  that  the  petitioner  personally  was  entirely  free 
from  any  fraudulent  act  or  intent,  or  show  in  any  way  or 
manner  that  the  debt  was  not  fraudulent.  This  as  yet  he 
has  not  done,  and  as  the  case  now  stands  the  allegations  of 
Knowles  &  Foster,  as  per  their  proof  of  debt,  stands  admit- 
ted ;  therefore  section  33  of  the  bankruptcy  act  governs  this 
case.  The  bankrupt  cannot  be  discharged  from  the  debt 
proven  by  Knowles  &  Foster,  but  is  entitled  to  a  discharge 
from  his  other  debts,  and  brings  this  case  within  the  rule 
laid  down  by  Eegister  Dayton,  and  affirmed  by  your  honor 
in  TdUman^s  case  (L  Bank.  Beg.  p.  122),  in  which  case 
Register  Dayton  says :  ^^  The  fact  that  the  debt  was  created 
in  fraud  does  not  therefore  constitute  a  ground  of  opposition 
to  the  discharge  of  the  bankrupt,  and  as  the  examination  of 
the  bankrupt  is  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  or 
not  the  bankrupt  is  entitled  to  a  discharge  under  the  act, 
evidence  of  fraud  in  the  creation  of  the  debt  is  not  admis- 
sible.^ 

A  suit  is  now  pending  in  one  of  the  courts  of  this  State 
between  Knowles  &  Foster  and  the  petitioner  and  others  as 
defendants  for  the  recovery  of  the  claim  proven  by  Knowles 
&  Foster.  The  petitioner  has  been  adjudged  a  bankrupt, 
therefore  all  proceedings  against  him  in  the  suit  in  the  State 
court  must  stop,  if  enjoined  by  this  court,  as  the  subiect 
matter  of  the  suit  has  been  proven  against  the  estate  of  the 
petitioner  in  bankruptcy.  The  district  court  has  full,  com- 
plete and  original  jurisdiction  in  this  action  of  the  bankrupt, 
and  of  the  assets  of  the  bankrupt,  and  can  by  its  injunction 
restrain  and  control  the  action  of  Knowles  &  Foster  in  their 
action  in  the  State  court,  or  stay  the  issuing  of  an  execution 
or  any  judgement  therein^,  as  this  court  is  competent  and  has 
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the  legal  right  to  relieve  the  bankrupt  from  arrest  or  process 
from  a  State  court;  and  also  prohibit  his  arrest  or  prosecu- 
tion in  any  other  court,  provided  the  debt  is  founded  upon  a 
contract,  a  debt  from  which  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy 
would  relieve  or  release  him,  and  also  to  decide  the  question 
of  fraud.  As  it  was  evidently  the  design  of  Congress  that 
this  court  should  do  by  the  passage  of  the  bankrupt  act  as 
the  form  of  the  discharge,  to  wit : 

"  District  Court  of  the  United  States. 
District  of 

Whereas,  has  been  duly  adjudged  a  bankrupt 

under  the  act  of  Congress  establishing  a  uniform  system  of 
bankruptcy  throughout  the  United  States,  and  appears  to 
have  conformed  to  all  the  requirements  of  law  in  that  behalf, 
it  is  therefore  ordered  by  the  court  that  said  be 

forever  discharged  from  all  debts  and  claims  which  by  said 
act  are  made  provable  against  his  estate,  and  which  existed 
on  the       day  of  ,  on  which  day  the  petition  for 

adjudication  was  filed  by  or  against  him,  excepting  such 
debts,  if  any,  as  are  by  said  act  excepted  from  the  operations 
of  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy. 

Given  under  my  hand  and  the  seal  of  the  Court 

[seal.]     at  in  the  said  district,  this    day  of 

A.  D. 

y  Judge/' 

clearly  contemplates  that  the  discharge  should  be  a  full,  com- 
plete and  final  discharge,  free  from  all  reservations.  In 
order  to  effect  this  the  whole  question  should  be  passed  upon 
by  the  court  in  bankruptcy.  This  court  must  necessarily 
inquire  into  the  question  of  fraud  and  also  decide  it,  which 
decision  will  be  final  and  binds  all  the  State  courts. 

The  committing  of  a  fraud  in  the  contracting  of  a  debt  is 
a  question  of  fact,  and  should  not  be  decided  on  ex  parte 
testimony,  as  it  must  be  if  decided  on  the  testimony  as  it 
now  stands.  {In  re  Glasery  1  B.  R,  18,  73  ;  in  re  John  B. 
Borsty  2  B.  B.  62 ;   in  re  Alexander  Frear,  I  B.  B.,  201 ; 
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Vol.  35,  No.  3,  HofjoarcCsPr.  BeportSi  245 ;  opinion  of  register^ 
252.)  The  judgment  of  the  court  upon  ail  the  proceedings 
in  the  cause  as  well  as  upon  the  testimony  setting  forth  all 
the  fiicts  that  make  up  the  fraud^  is  conclusive,  and  if  the 
bankrupt  is  not  discharged  by  ihe  decision  of  the  court  upon 
the  question  of  fraud^  the  bankrupt  cannot  contest  that 
question  in  any  other  court,  as  he  is  estopped  by  the  record 
of  this  court  as  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  all  the  testi- 
mony must  be  filed  {section  5  Bankrupt  Act.  In  re  'Patter" 
«on,  1  B.  jB.  58 ;  in  re  Seymour ^  6  Int.  Bee.  60 ;  in  re  Pelter^ 
2  B.IL  17.)  The  injunction  or  order  of  this  court  operates 
as  a  stay  of  proceedings  or  a  release  throughout  the  United 
States,  and  would  compel  the  discharge  of  a  person  arrested 
or  imprisoned  by  order  of  a  State  court  (2  B.  B.  12). 

I  hold  that  a  debt  created  by  fraud  can  be  litigated  in 
these  proceedings,  and  this  court  is  the  proper  forum  in 
which  such  questions  should  be  passed  upon.  Any  other 
course  would  tend  to  endless  litigation  in  the  State  courts. 
If  the  petitioner  chooses  he  can  contradict  or  disprove  the 
proof  in  this  case  as  given  by  the  creditors  Knowles  &  Fos- 
ter; but  as  the  testimony  now  stands,  the  claim  of  the 
aforesaid  creditors  stands  proven  as  a  debt  founded  on  fraud 
which  cannot  be  discharged  or  effected  by  any  discharge 
granted  the  petitioner,  as  the  specification  on  that  point  is 
fully  sustained  by  the  proof,  which  is  a  restatement  of  the 
specifications.  (In  re  darJcCf  2  B.  B,  44  ;  in  re  Elliott^  2 
B.  B.  44 ;  sections  32  a^nd  33  Bankrupt  Act.)  The  question 
to  be  propounded  by  the  counsel  for  Knowles  &  Foster  are 
not  admissable  at  this  stage  of  the  proceedings,  but  will  be 
as  soon  as  the  petitioner  by  testimony  controverts  the  proof 
made  by  Knowles  &  Foster. 

I  hold,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  as  the  claim  now  stands 
proven  (as  the  testimony  now  stands)  it  is  a  claim  founded 
in  fraud,  and  by  section  33  of  the  bankrupt  act  cannot  be 
affected  by  any  discharge  under  the  act.  That  it  is  not 
competent  for  the  creditors  {Kmwles  agt.  Foster)  now  to 
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inquire  into  the  question  of  fraud  in  the  creation  of  the 
debt ;  that  until  the  petitioner  in  some  way  contradicts  the 
proof  as  given  by  Enowles  &  Foster  as  to  the  fraudulent 
contracting  of  the  debt,  the  evidence  sought  to  be  given  by 
them  is  inadmissible,  but  should  the  petitioner  contradict, 
controvert  or  explain  the  testimony  given  by  the  creditors, 
then  the  creditors  will  be  entitled  to  the  examination  as 

asked  for. 

JOHN  FITCH,  Begister. 

Blatchford,  X  The  creditors,  Knowles  &  Foster,  can- 
not be  allowed  to  examine  the  bankrupt  to  prove  the  nature 
of  the  transaction  out  of  which  the  indebtness  due  to  them 
arose,  and  that  such  indebtedness  was  created  by  the  false 
and  fraudulent  representations  of  the  bankrupt  and  his  late 
partnership,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  debt  can- 
not be  discharged  under  the  proceeding  in  bankruptcy. 
The  examination  proposed  is  wholly  irrelevant.  The  ques- 
tion of  fraud  in  the  creation  of  the  debt  cannot  be  litigated 
in  these  proceedings.  A  debt  which  is,  by  section  33  of  the 
act,  excepted  from  the  operation  of  a  discharge,  as  is  a  debt 
created  by  the  fraud  of  the  bankrupt,  can  be  collected  not- 
withstanding the  discharge. 

The  question  whether  the  discharge  affects  the  debt  in 
question  can  only  arise  and  be  determined  by  the  parties  in 
a  suit  prosecuted  to  collect  the  debt,  in  which  the  discharge, 
after  it  shall  have  been  granted,  shall  be  pleaded  or  set  up 
as  a  bar  to  a  recovery.  There  is  nothing  in  the  proof  of 
debt  in  this  case  which  can  in  any  manner  conclude  or  pre- 
judice either  party  in  any  suit  pending  in  any  other  tribunal, 
80  far  as  regards  the  issue  of  fraud  in  the  contracdng  of  the 
debt.  The  creditors  cannot  be  prejudiced  by  proving  their 
debt,  if  it  was  in  fact  a  debt  created  by  fraud,  for  section 
33  of  the  act  exi^ressly  saves  all  their  rights,  even  though 
they  prove  their  debt.  Nor,  e  conversoy  can  any  thing  in 
the  proof  of  debt,  affect  or  conclude  the  bankrupt  on  any 
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issue  as  to  the  creation  of  the  debt  by  fraud.  Section  21  of 
this  act,  in  so  far  that  it  declares  that  a  creditor  who  proves 
his  debt  shall  be  deemed  to  have  waived  thereby  all  right 
of  action  and  suit  against  the  bankrupt,  and  that  all  pro* 
ceedings  already  commenced  or  unsatisfied  judgments  already 
obtained  thereon,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  discharged  and  sur- 
rendered thereby,  cannot  be  held  to  apply  to  or  include  a 
debt  which  is  by  section  33  excepted  from  the  operation  of 
a  discharge ;  otherwise  sections  21  and  33  would  be  directly 
repugnant  to  each  other ;  and  while  section  33  declares  that 
the  creditor  proves  it,  the  creditor  would  by  section  21  be 
deprived  forever  of  bringing  any  suit  against  the  bankrupt 
to  recover  the  debt,  and  would  be  held  to  have  discharged 
any  unsatisfied  judgment  for  it  already  obtained.  The  pro- 
vision referred  to  in  section  21  applies  only  to  a  debt  which 
will  be  discharged  by  a  discharge. 
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UNITED  STATES  CIRCUIT  COURT. 
In  the  Mattes  of  Ward  E.  Robinson,  bankrupt. 

Where  the  judgment  of  a  creditor  against  a  banbrupt^  is  founded  npon  a  debt  created 
by  the  fraud  of  the  bankrupt,  under  the  33d  section  of  the  .bankrupt  act,  the 
discharge,  if  obtained  by  the  bankrupt  will  not  affect  it 

And  the  33d  section  must  be  regarded  as  taking  a  debt  of  this  character  out  of  the 
first  clause  of  the  Slst  section  of  the  bankrupt  act,  and  hence  thftt  snch  a  judg- 
ment is  not  "discharged  or  surrendered,"  nor  is  the  bankrupt  entitled  to  be 
released  fit>m  arrest  or  bail  thereon,  although  tuch  Judgment  hoe  been  proved  in  the 
bankrupt  jnvceedingt. 

When  (he  proceedings  and  judgment  of  the  State  court,  according  to  the  practice 
and  conrse  of  proceeding  in  that  court,  carry  on  the  face  of  Uiem  that  the  suit 
was  one  to  recover  a  debt  created  by  the  fraud  of  the  debtor,  this  court  will  not 
go  behind  such  record  to  call  in  question  its  verity  in  the  bankrupt  court. 

Before  Nelson,  Justice. 

The  petition  in  this  case  seeks  a  review  of  the  decision  of 
the  court  below,  refusing  to  discharge  the  bankrupt  from 
drrest  and  bail,  and  also  refusing  to  direct  satisfaction  of 
a  judgment  obtained  in  the  court  of  common  pleas  of  this 
city  against  him  by  Ann  Walter  for  some  $154.60.  This 
judgment  was  recovered  25th  May,  1868.  The  petition  in 
bankruptcy  was  presented  on  the  30th  May,  the  same  month. 
The  application  for  the  discharge  from  the  arrest  and  for 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment  is  founded  upon  section  21  of 
the  bankrupt  act,  which  provides  "  that  no  creditor,  proving 
his  debt  or  claim,  shall  be  allowed  to  maintain  any  suit  at 
law  or  in  equity  therefor  against  the  bankrupt,  but  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  waived  all  right  of  action  and  suit  against 
the  bankrupt ;  and  all  proceedings  already  commenced,  or 
unsatisfied  judgments  already  obtained  thereon,  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  discharged  and  surrendered  thereby.^' 

Ann  Walter  has  proved  her  debt  or  judgment  in  the  pre- 
sent bankrupt  proceeding,  and  upon  the  words  of  this  sec- 
tion, there  would  seem  to  be  an  end  of  the  case.  The 
remainder  of  the  section  provides  that  ^^  no  creditor  whose 
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debt  is  provable  under  this  act^  shall  be  allowed  to  pro- 
secute to  final  judgment  any  suit  at  law  or  in  equity 
therefor  against  the  bankrupt  until  the  question  of  the 
debtor's  discharge  shall  have  been  determined ;  and  any  such 
suit  or  proceedings  shally  upon  application  of  the  bankrupt, 
be  stayed  to  await  the  determination  of  the  court  in  bank- 
Fuptcy  on  the  question  of  the  discharge.'^ 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  a  manifest  distinction  is  made 
between  a  creditor  having  proved  his  debt  and  one  holding 
a  provable  debt.  The  reason  for  it  is  not  as  manifest.  The 
judgment  ol  Ann  Walter  is  claimed  to  be  founded  upon  a 
debt  created  by  the  fraud  of  the  bankrupt ;  and  if  this  be 
so,  then,  according  to  the  33rd  section  of  the  act,  the  discharge, 
if  obtained  by  the  bankrupt,  will  not  affect  it.  Such  a  debt 
is  expressly  excepted  from  its  operation ;  and  the  same  sec- 
tion provides  that  notwithstanding  this  he  may  come  in  and 
prove  his  debt  and  take  his  dividend  Now,  Ann  Walter, 
having  proved  her  judgment  as  thus  authorized,  would  find 
that  judgment,  taking  this  Slst  section,  literally  '^  discharged 
and  surrendered,''  notwithstanding  the  33rd  section  provides 
expressly  that,  if  created  by  fraud,  the  discharge  under  the. 
act  would  not  eflect  it.  We  think  no  such  intent  or  mean- 
ing can  be  reasonably  imputed  to  the  law  makers,  and, 
therefore,  the  33rd  section  must  be  regarded  at  least  as 
taking  a  debt  of  this  character  out  of  the  first  clause  of  thei 
21st  section ;  and  hence  that  the  judgmeat  in  question  is 
not  "  discharged  or  surrendered,"  nor  is  the  bankrupt  entitled 
to  be  released  from  the  arrest,  or  his  bail  from  the  bail 
bond,  if  the  debt  was  one  created  by  fraud.  The  court 
below  held  that  the  proceedings  and  judgment  in  the  com- 
mon pleas,  the  record  of  which  was  produced  before  it 
according  to  the  practice  and  course  of  proceeding  in  that 
court,  under  the  New  York  law,  carried  on  the  face  of  them 
that  the  suit  was  one  to  recover  a  debt  created  by  the  fraud 
of  the  debtor ;  and,  that  it  would  not  go  behind  that  record 
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to  call  in  question  its  verity  in  the  bankrupt  court,     We 
concur  in  this  view. 

It  was  argued  on  behalf  of  the  petitioner  that  it  should 
appear  from  the  record  itself-— that  is^  from  the  declaration 
in  the  case — ^that  the  suit  in  the  common  pleas  proceeded 
in  that  court  on  the  ground  of  fraud.  But  the  question  is 
one  of  practice  rather  than  of  principle.  The  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding in  the  common  pleas  in  a  case  where  the  debt  is 
claimexl  to  have  been  created  by  the  fraud  and  decit  of  the 
debtor  may  be  peculiar  and  differ  from  the  practice  in  the 
courts  of  other  states;  but  it  is  understood  to  be  warranted 
by  the  New  York  law,  and,  if  so,  we  do  not  see  but  that 
it  is  entitled  to  as  much  verity  as  if  the  proceedings  were 
more  formal  and  specific.  The  last  clause  of  the  26th 
section  was  referred  to  on  the  argument,  but  we  do  not  see 
that  it  has  any  application  to  the  case. 

The  other  question  raised  and  urged — namely,  as  to  the 
force  and  effect  of  the  order  to  show  cause  before  the  regis- 
ter why  the  discharge  should  not  be  granted — ^is  so  much 
a  question  of  practice  that  we  are  not  inclined  to  interfere 
with  the  judgment  of  the  court  billow  in  the  matter.  The 
complaint  is  that  the  register  postponed  the  day  for  the 
creditors  to  come  in  and  show  cause.  Any  act  by  the  regis- 
ter in  this  matter  can  be  corrected  by  the  court  below, 
which  has  power  to  supervise  this  proceeding.  Petition 
denied  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Joseph  Pelo  agt.  John  Cluket. 

A  Hotion  to  vacate  a»  order  of  arrest  mnj  now  be  made  after  jadgment,  if  BMUto 
within  twenty  oaya  after  the  service  of  the  order. 

St.  Latvrence  County  Special  Terniy  November^  1868. 

This  was  a  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest. 

The  facts  so  far  as  material  to  this  motion,  are  as  follows : 
An  order  of  arrest  was  obtained  in  February,  1868,  and  the 
defendant  was  arrested  and  held  to  bail  in  March  thereafter. 
A  defense  was  interposed  to  the  action,  but  no  judgment 
has  yet  been  entered.  In  September  notice  of  this  motion 
was  given,  and  the  same  was  continued  by  stipulation  to 
the  present. 

Geo.  Morris,  for  the  motion. 
D.  O'Brien,  in  opposition^ 

James,  J.  It  was  conceded  on  the  argument  that  the  affi- 
davits were  sufficient  to  require  the  order  of  arrest  to  be 
vacated,  if  the  motion  for  that  purpose  was  made  in  time. 
The  defendant  relied  upon  section  204  of  the  Code,  which 
enacts  that  '^a  defendant  arrested  may,  at  any  time  before 
judgment,  apply  on  motion,  to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest,  or 
to  reduce  the  amount  of  bail.'' 

The  plaintiff  claimed  that  the  amendment  to  section  183 
of  the  Code,  passed  in  1862,  was  inconsistent  with  section 
204,  and  the  latter  being  the  older  statute  was  repealed  by 
implication ;  that  now  a  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest 
must  be  made  within  twenty  days  after  service  of  the  order; 
which  was  not  done  in  this  case. 

The  amendment  reads  as  follows :  "  But  said  order  of  arrest 
shall  be  of  no  avail,  and  shall  be  vacated,  or  set  aside,  on 
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motion,  unless  the  same  is  served  upon  the  defendant,  as 
provided  by  law,  before  the  docketing  of  any  judgment  in 
the  action ;  and  the  defendant  shall  have  twenty  daysj  after 
(he  service  of  the  order  of  an-esty  in  which  to  answer  the  com- 
plaint in  the  action,  and  to  move  to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest^ 
or  to  reduce  the  amount  of  bail."  In  support  of  his  view 
the  plaintiff  cited  1st  Vol.  New  York  Practice,  257.  Section 
183,  as  amended,  and  section  204  are  not  at  all  inconsistent 
with  each  other.  They  may  be  so  construed  as  to  harmon- 
ize and  correctly  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  amendment. 
The  note  to  1st  N.  Y.  Practice^  257,  is  a  proper  exposition 
of  the  two  sections  as  amended.  By  section  204  a  defendant 
may,  at  any  time  before  judgment  move  to  vacate  an  order 
ot  arrest ;  the  amendment  was  intended  to  enlarge  the  time 
in  which  a  motion  to  vacate  might  be  made,  when  twenty 
days  did  not  elapse  between  the  service  of  the  order  and  the 
entry  of  judgment,  and  such  is  the  fair  and  legitimate  con- 
struction of  the  amendment.  A  motion  to  vacate  an  order 
of  arrest  may  now  be  made  after  judgment,  if  made  within 
twenty  days  after  service  of  the  order. 
Motion  to  vacate  granted. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
SmoN  WaldheiM;  respondent^  agk  P.  Bender,  appeUani. 

Where  an  aetion  is  commenced  to  recover  of  the  defendant  a  specified  sum  of  money, 
the  defendant  cannot  set  np  as  a  defense,  that  he  has  paid  saeh  sum  to  a  creditor 
of  the  plaintiff,  nnder  and  in  pnrsnanoe  of  orders  in  supplementary  prooeedingi 
against  the  plaintiff,  \rhere  snch  proceedings  were  instituted  after  the  service  of 
the  summons  upon  the  defendant,  and  without  any  notice  to  the  plaintiff. 

It  seeaut  that  socb  a  defense  can  be  interposed  only  on  special  application  to  th% 
court 

New  York  General  Temty  Novetnlery  1868. 

Before  IkgrahaK;  P.  J.;  Joseph  F.  Barnard  and  Mul- 
UNy  Justices. 

This  action  was  commenced  on  the  28th  day  of  June, 
1866,  by  the  service  of  the  summons  and  complaint  on  the 
defendant  personally  to  recover  the  sum  of  fifty-five  dollars 
and  twenty  cents,  with  interest,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered. 
The  defendant  appeared  herein  by  Kaufman,  Frank  &  Wil- 
coxson,  esqrs.,  his  attorneys,  but  the  answer  was  served  only 
the  latter  part  of  October,  1866. 

This  answer  set  forth  that  under  an  affidavit  of  one  of  the 
defendant's  attorneys  then  acting  in  behalf  of  a  third  party 
who  was  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  plaintiff  herein,  an 
order  was  made  by  Judge  Clerke,  of  this  court,  herein, 
that  the  defendant  be  examined,  and  on  such  examination  the 
defendant  was  further  ordered  to  pay  the  indebtedness  of  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  to  the  attorney  of  said  creditor ; 
that  in  pursuance  of  the  last  mentioned  order  the  defendant 
had  paid  to  his  own  attorneys  the  sum  of  fifty-five  dollars, 
and  therefore  prayed  that  the  complaint  might  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 

These  entire  proceedings  were  taken  after  the  service  of  the 
summons  on  the  defendant  herein,  and  the  two  orders  were 
made  without  notice  to  the  plaintiff.  The  affidavit  was  sworn 
to  on  the  10th  day  of  October,  the  order  thereon  was  dated 
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the  1  Ithy  at  the  city  of  New  York,  made  returnable  the  12th 
at  the  city  of  New  York,  served  on  the  defendant  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  on  the  day  of  its  date,  the  examination  of  the 
defendant  had  in  the  city  of  Troy  on  the  12th  (presump^ 
tively,  for  the  examination  is  not  included  in  the  papers 
before  the  court),  and  the  order  to  pay  over  the  money  made 
in  the  city  of  New  York  on  the  13th,  the  entire  proceeding 
thus  occupying  only  three  days.  The  answer  refers  to  the 
orders  which  are  annexed  thereto,  by  which  it  appears  that 
the  order  of  the  11th  of  October  was  never  signed. 

To  this  answer  the  plaintiff  demurred  on  the  ground  that 
the  facts  set  forth  in  the  answer  did  not  constitute  a  defense. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  at  a  special  term  of  this 
court,  on  the  issue  of  law,  on  the  8th  day  of  November,  18G6, 
before  the  Hon.  Platt  Potter,  J.,  who,  after  hearing  the 
respective  counsel  for  the  parties,  ordered  judgment  on  the 
demurrer  for  the  plaintiff,  with  liberty  to  the  defendant  to 
answer  on  the  usual  terms. 

From  this  order  the  defendant  appealed. 

EIaufhan,  Frank  and  Wilcoxson,  attorneys^  and 

M.  V.  B.  WiLCOXSON,  counsel  for  the  defendant^  appellant 

The  complaint  was  for  the  recovery  of  $55.12,  and  inter- 
est from  February  1,  1866,  being  the  balance  of  an  account 
due  from  Bender  to  Waldheim.  The  action  was  commen- 
ced on  or  about  the  28th  of  June,  1866. 

The  answer  was  put  in  about  the  25th  of  October,  1866, 
and  did  not  deny  the  original  indebtedness,  but  set  forth  as  a 
defense  to  the  action,  that  in  proceedings  supplementary  to 
execution  under  a  judgment  in  favor  of  F.  M.  Maas,  and  H. 
Boyer,  against  Simon  Wuldheim,  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause, 
the  defendant  in  that  cause,  P.  Bender,  was  as  a  third  person, 
indebted  to  the  judgment  debtor  Waldheim,  ordered  to  pay 
over  such  debt,  to  wit:  the  $55.12  in  question,  to  the  attor- 
neys of  the  judgment  creditors  of  Waldheim.  to  wit :    F.  M. 
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Maas  and  11.  Boyer^  and  that  he  had  duly  paid  it  over  in 
pursuance  of  the  order. 

To  this  answer  a  demurrer  was  interposed,  and  the  judge 
ruled  that  this  defense  was  insufficient.  He  was  understood 
by  his  verbal  remark  to  counsel  to  have  considered  that  the 
proper  way  to  interpose  such  a  defense  would  be  by  special 
application  to  the  court  for  leave  to  interpose  it. 

I.  The  learned  judge  was  plainly  in  error  in  considering 
that  this  i^as  a  defense  we  had  not  a  right  to  interpose  with- 
out special  leave  of  the  court  Any  defense,  no  matter 
when  it  arises,  whether  before  or  after  suit  brought,  if  it 
exists  at  the  time  the  answer  is  put  in,  can  be  set  up. 
(White  agt.  Bullocky  3  Edw.  Chan.  R.  453 ;  Boyd  agt.  Weeks, 
2  DeniOy  321 ;  WiUis  agt.  Chippy  9  How.  Prac.  B.  668 ; 
see  Lynch  agt.  Johnson^  46  Barb.  57.) 

n.  The  counsel  on  the  argument  below  made,  several 
points. 

As  to  the  irregularity  of  the  supplemental  proceedings  set 
up  in  the  answer. 

That  the  affidavit  did  not  show  that  defendant  had  proj>- 
erty  of  the  judgment  "debtor,"  or  that  the  property  "exceeded 
in  amount  ten  dollars." 

Answer.  This  was  not  necessary ;  the  affidavit  did  state 
"  that  one  P.  Bender  of  Troy,  New  York,  has  property  of  the 
judgment  debtor,  S.Waldheim."  ((7(xfe§294.)  Thisaverment 
gave  the  judge  full  jurisdiction  to  initiate  the  proceedings; 
and  haying  jurisdiction,  he  had  a  right  afterwards  to  apply 
to  the  payment  of  the  judgment  whatever  was  discovered, 
whether  it  was  what  is  technically  known  as  property,  or 
debts  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  and  belonging  to  the 
judgment  debtor. 

III.  It  was  also  objected  "  that  the  joint  debt  due  by  S. 
Waldheim  and  Boyer  to  Maas,  would  not  itself  have  been  a 
proper  counter  claim  or  defense  to  this  action,  which  is 
brought  to  recover  a  debt  due  to  Waldheim  individually,  and 
that  no  part  of  such  joint  debt  can  be  a  defense." 
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Answer.  If  Bender  had  owned  by  assignment  the  Maas 
judgment,  why  could  he  not  have  counter  claimed,  or  set  it 
off  in  this  suit  f 

But  this  objection  is  shortly  answered  by  reference  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Code  itself,  section  297.   ' 

IV.  It  was  also  suggested  that  the  supplementary  pro- 
ceedings were  collusive. 

Answer.  This  was  a  point  that  did  not  arise  on  demur- 
rer to  the  defense,  but  would  be  matter  for  the  trial  of  the 
cause  on  the  issues  joined. 

V.  The  order  for  payment,  which  is  objected  to,  is  autho- 
rized by  section  301  of  the  Code. 

VI.  The  order  overruling  the  answer  should  be  reversed, 
and  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendant  on  the 
answer. 

P.  J.  JoACHiMSEN,  attameyj  and 

Wm.  Hekry  Abnoux,  counsel  for  plaintiff  and  respondent. 

L  The  judge  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order  of  the 
13th  day  of  October,  1866. 

First.  Because  the  aifidavit  upon  which  the  proceedings 
were  founded  did  not  state  the  facts  requisite  to  confer  juris- 
diction. 

The  affidavit  says  "  that  one  P.  Bender  has  property  of 
"the  judgment  debtor,  J.  Waldheim." 

The  Code  requires  that  the  affidavit  shall  state  that  the 
person  "has  property  of  such  judgment  debtor,  "or  is 
"  indebted  to  him,  in  an  amount  exceeding  ten  dollars.'^ 

The  amount  here  spoken  of  is  as  applicable  to  the  value 
of  the  property  as  to  the  extent  of  the  indebtedness,  and  is  a 
legislative  sanction  of  the  legal  maxini,  "  Be  minimis  non 
curat  lex.^ 

Second.  Because  the  order  of  October  11th  was  not 
signed. 
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Third.  Because  the  evidence  did  not  disclose  that  the 
defendant  had  any  property  of  the  judgment  debtor. 

The  affidavit  takes  the  place  of  a  complaint  in  an  action 
in  the  nature  of  a  creditor's  bill*  and  no  evidence  could  be 
given  of  a  matter  not  alleged^  e.  g.y  evidence  of  indebtedness 
where  the  allegation  vras  possession  of  debtor's  property.  If 
given^  it  would  not  be  available. 

The  order  was  bound  by  the  rule  of  law  applicable  to 
judgments — it  must  be  ^'secundum  allegata  etprohataJ^ 

It  has  been  expressly  decided  that  '^  if,  at  any  stage  of  the 
proceedings,  it  appears  that  the  alleged  facts  upon  which 
jurisdiction  is  based  do  not  exist,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  judge 
to  dismiss  the  parties.^     {Kennedy  agt.  Weedy  10  Abb.  62.) 

Fourth.  Because  the  order  of  October  13th  was  unconsti- 
tutional. It  was  made  ex  partCy  and  without  notice  to  the 
debtor. 

(a.)  Notwithstanding  the  express  language  of  the  294th 
section  of  the  C-ode,  that  the  order  to  examine  a  third  party 
might  be  made  without  notice  to  the  debtor,  it  was  not  until 
18  that  the  general  term  of  this  district  definitely  settltnl 
this  question ;  but  it  appears  that  the  fact  that  section  297 
does  not  confer  power  upon  the  judge  to  order  payment  by 
the  third  party  without  notice. 

In  view  of  all  the  decisions  the  fact  that  the  legislature 
conferred  express  authority  to  make  such  order  without 
notice,  proves  that  without  such  authority,  such  order  could 
not  be  made. 

There  being  no  such  authority  in  section  297,  the  couiiis 
have  no  power  to  order  payment  without  notice.  The  decision 
of  this  court  in  proceedings  under  section  294,  applies  to 
section  297. 

^'  It  is  a  fundamental  principle  of  law,  that  no  one  can  be 
deprived  of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law,  and  a 
proceeding  against  a  party  without  notice  is  not  such  pro- 
cess."    (Gibson  agt.  Haggertyj  15  Abb.  406.) 

There  appears  to  have  been  no  adjudication  of  this  ques- 
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tiorf  under  section  297^  which  shows  how  uniformly  notice 
of  the  proceeding  has  been  given  to  the  debtor  before  pay- 
ment is  ordered. 

(b.)  It  appears  on  the  face  of  the  papers  that  there  was 
collusion  between  Maas  and  Bender.  They  had  the  same 
attorney,  and  the  proceedings,  initiated  in  New  York,  con- 
tinued in  Troy,  and  completed  here  in  three  days,  shows 
that  the  plaintiff  was  purposely  kept  in  ignorance. 

(c)  The  order  was  improper.  The  whole  of  the  costs 
allowed  in  supplementary  proceedings,  thirty  dollars,  were 
given  on  the  collection  of  fiffcy-five  dollars,  .where  the  debts 
were  over  six  hundred  dollars.  At  that  rate  the  costs  would 
amount  to  over  seven  hundred  dollars. 

The  court  never  would  have  granted  this  order  had  the 
judgment  debtor  been  represented  by  counsel  at  the  time. 

It  therefore  follows  that  on  the  face  of  the  answer,  the 
proceedings  set  forth  were  null  and  void,  and  the  judgment 
of  the  justice  was  correct. 

n.  The  facts  set  up  in  the  answer  did  not  constitute  a 
defense. 

The  answer,  after  stating  the  facts,  alleges  as  matter  of 
law,  that  they  constitute  a  defense,  and  the  demurrer  joins 
issue  as  to  the  conclusion  thus  to  be  drawn. 

Ist  It  purports  to  be  an  entire  defense,  and  it  is  not. 

The  plaintiS^s  demand  is  for  $55.20j  with  interest,  from 
1st.  February,  1866.  The  payment  was  only  $55,  so  that 
by  the  pleadings  themselves  there  is  a  balance  due. 
•  2d.  As  the  defense  arose  after  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  it  should  have  been  pleaded  in  bar  of  its  further 
maintenance,  and  not  in  bar  of  the  action  itself.  {Kunzler 
agt.  Kohausj  6  HiU^  317,  326  ;  Boyd  agt.  Weeks,  2  Denio^ 
321 ;  Aff.  S.  C,  5  HiUy  393 ;  Towns  agt.  Wilcox^  12  Wefid. 
503 ;  Le  Bret  agt.  PapiUon^  4  East.  502  ;  Lee  agt.  Levy^  4 
Bam.  &  C.  390.) 

The  only  case  reported  that  seems  to  be  against  that  rule 
will  be  found  on  examination  to  refer  only  to  the  evidence 
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to  be  given  under  such  pleading.  ( Willis  agt.  Chipp^  9  How. 
568.) 

3d.  The  plaintiff  adopted  the  proper  proceeding  in  the 
case  in  interposing  a  demurrer  to  the  answer.  (Morris  agt. 
Cooh,  19  Wend.  699.) 

ni.  The  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  right,  and 
should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

The  COURT,  on  the  argument,  decided  in  favor  of  the 
respondent  (plaintiff),  on  consideration  of  the  first  point  on 
the  appellant's  points,  only,  and  held  that  notice  must  be 
given. 
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UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT. 

Frederick  A.  Platt,  receiver,  &c.,  agt.  John  H.  BROACHy 

and  others. 


A  U,  8,  Beeenue  Stamp  maft  be  affixed  to  a  promiraory  note,  or  other  written  instru- 
ment, at  the  time  it  is  issued^  in  acconliince  with  the  act  ot  congress  of  1864,  or  a 
corttiicate  produced  under  the  amendatory  act  of  March  3,  1865. 

Where  it  was  in  evidence  that  no  stamp  was  on  the  note,  at  the  time  of  the  {ssniny 
thereof,  as  required  by  the  act  of  1864,  and  the  plaintiff  did  not  produce  the  cer- 
tificate required  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1865,  before  it  was  offered  in  evidence ; 
although  the  note  was  produced  at  the  trial  with  a  stamp  affixed,  and  caneeled 
but  no  proof  was  produced  as  to  when  or  by  whom  it  was  stamped  : 

Held,  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the  question  of  foot 
raised  in  regard  to  the  stamp.    A  new  trial  granted. 


December  14tt,  1868. 

This  action  is  brought  by  the  receiver  of  the  Farmers  and 
Citizens  National  Bank,  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  promis- 
sory note,  made  and  indorsed  by  the  defendants. 

It  now  comes  before  the  court  upon  a  motion  for  judg- 
ment upon  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  which  was  taken  by 
direction  of  the  court  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Benedict,  J.  Among  the  other  points  taken  by  the  defend- 
ant in  opposition  to  the  motion  is  this,  that  the  evidence  did 
not  show  the  note,  upon  which  the  suit  is  brought,  to  have 
been  stamped  as  required  by  the  revenue  laws  ;  while  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiflf  it  is  insisted  that  inasmuch  as  the  note 
in  evidence  bears  upon  its  face  the  proper  stamp,  purporting 
to  have  been  duly  canceled  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  the 
note,  it  is  to  be  presumed  to  have  been  duly  affixed  on  that 
day. 

There  appears  to  have  been  some  misunderstanding  of  the 
evidence  given  upon  this  point.  As  the  notes  of  the  trial 
show  the  parties  to  the  note,  who  left  it  at  the  bank,  swear 
that  the  note  was  not  stamped  at  all  when  they  left  it.  The 
president  of  the  bank  with  whom  they  left  it,  says  he  did 
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Dot  put  the  stamp  on  and  don't  know  who  did^  and  the  cash- 
ier of  the  bank  shows  that  he  did  not  put  the  stamp  on. 
There  is  no  evidence  as  to  when  the  stamp  was  affixed^  or 
that  there  were  any  other  persons  connected  with  the  bank^ 
than  those  sworn,  who  were  authorized  to  stamp  notes,  or 
that  the  cancellation  stamp  is  that  of  the  bank,  and  the  pres- 
ent  holder  is  not  asked  whether  the  stamp  was  upon  the  note 
when  it  came  into  his  hands. 

In  this  position  of  the  evidence,  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the  question  of  fact  raised  in  regard 
to  the  stamp. 

The  motion  for  judgment  must  therefore  be  denied  and  a 
new  trial  granted. 

The  cause  will  be  placed  upon  the  calendar  of  the  present 
term. 
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COURT  OF  APPEAUS. 

The  Mechanics  Bank  of  the  City  of  New  York,  respond- 
ents, agt.  John  Stbaiton,  Chas.  G.  Sanford  and  Thomas 
J*  Raynoe,  appellants. 

The  roles  ivhich  establish  the  negotiability  of  commercial  paper,  apply  to  bank  eheeh 
as  to  other  bills  of  exchange.  When  sacb  instruments  are  made  payable  to  the 
order  of  aJictUiotts  payee,  e  g  to  "  bills  payable  or  order,"  they  are  to  be  construed 
and  treated  as  jMiyad/lf  to  Nearer. 

Where  the  engagement  is  to  pay  to  the  bearer,  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  is  such  is 
one  of  the  material  elements  of  his  cause  of  action,  and  must  therefore  be  stated 
in  his  complaint,  and  its  statement  will  be  a  sufficient  allegHtion  of  his  title. 

January  Termy  1867. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  supreme  court,  rendered  at 
general  term,  in  the  second  district,  affirming  a  judgment  at 
special  term,  overruling  a  demurrer. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  respondents  as  the  holders 
of  a  check  payable  to  '^  bills  payable  or  order,"  against  the 
appellants  as  drawers, 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  appellants  drew  the  check, 
and  that  it  was  afterwards,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  trans- 
ferred and  delivered  to  the  respondents,  whereby  they  became 
and  are  the  holders  and  owners  of  it. 

The  appellants  demurred  on  the  grounds — 1st.  That  the 
check  is  an  irregular  instrument,  not  negotiable,  and  void. 
2d.  That  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action. 

ScuDDER  &  Carter,  for  appellants. 
Chapman  &  Scott,  for  respondents. 

Scruoham,  J.  The  rules  which  establish  the  negotiability 
of  commercial  paper,  apply  to  bank  checks  as  to  other  bills 
of  exchange,  and  the  doctrine  that  when  such  instruments 
are  made  payable  to  the  order  of  a  fictitious  payee,  they  are 
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to  be  construed  and  treated  as  payable  to  bearer,  is  too  well 
settled  to  admit  of  serious  question.  In  the  great  case  of 
Minet  agt.  Cribson  (1  H.  Bh  569),  the  determination  pro- 
ceeded upon  the  ground  that,  according  to  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  parties,  the  bill  was  intended  to  be  made 
payable  to  bearer. 

The  words  "or  order/'  ** or  bearer/*  and  "bearer/^  in  notes 
or  bills,  are  words  of  negotiability  without  which,  or  other 
equivalent  words,  the  instrument  will  not  possess  that  qual- 
ity, and  therefore  the  use  of  either  of  these  expressions  by 
the  drawer  of  a  bill,  or  maker  of  a  note,  must  be  regarded 
as  indicating  his  intentions  that  the  paper  shall  be  negotia- 
ble. 

By  naming  the  person  to  whose  order  the  instrument  is 
payable,  the  maker  manifests  his  intention  to  limit  its  nego- 
tiability by  imposing  the  condition  of  indorsement  upon  its 
first  transfer.  But  no  such  intention  is  indicated  by  the 
designation  of  a  fictitious  or  impersonal  payee,  for  indorse- 
ment under  such  circumstances  is  manifestly  impossible; 
and  words  of  negotiability,  when  used  in  connection  with 
such  designations,  are  capable  of  no  reasonable  interpertation 
except  as  expressive  of  an  intention  that  the  bill  shall  be 
negotiable  without  indorsement;  i.  e.,  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  it  had  been  made  payable  to  bearer. 

It  was  not  before  the  Code  necessary  for  the  holder  of  an 
instrument  payable  to  bearer,  to  allege  or  prove  in  an  action 
against  the  loaker  the  transfers  through  which  he  derived  his 
title  (2  Greenleafon  Ev.j  §  161,  and  cases  there  cited  ^  3  Phil- 
lips on  Ev.y  4  Am.  Ed.  191)  ;   and  it  certainly  is  not  now. 

The  engagement  is  to  pay  to  the  bearer ;  and  that  the 
plaintifl"  is  such,  is  one  of  the  material  elements  of  his  cause 
of  action. 

That  fact  must  therefore  be  .stated  in  his  complaint,  and 
its  statement  will  be  a  sufficient  allegation  of  his  title ;  for 
it  is  the  fact,  and  not  the  evidence  of  the  fact,  which  is  re- 
quired to  be  pleaded. 
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It  is  not  only  stated  in  the  complaint  in  this  action  that 
the  plaintiff  is  the  holder  and  owner  of  the  check,  but  also 
that  it  was  transferred  and  delivered  to  him  for  a  valuable 
consideration^  and  that  he  became  its  owner  and  holder  by 
virtue  of  that  transfer  and  delivery.  This  cannot  be  true 
unless  the  drawer  of  the  check  transferred  and  delivered  it 
directly  to  the  plaintiff,  or  to  some  other  person  J>y  or  through 
whom  it  was  transferred  to  the  plaintiff,  and  this  averment, 
if  an  allegation  of  a  transfer  and  delivery  by  the  drawer  ia 
necessary,  is  sufficienton  demurrer  within  the  cases  of  The 
Peqpk  ex  reh  Crane  agt.  Bydcr  (2  Kertiany  433),  and  Prindle 
agt.  Caruthers  (15  N.  Y.R.  425). 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

All  the  judges  concurring.    Judgment  affirmed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Fbederick  ScHEivEy  appellant,  agt.  Joseph  Kaiser  and 
others,  respondents. 

A  hcndj  ezeeoted  in  oonnderation  of  $350,  requiring  the  obligor  to  oae  and  nppro* 
priate  that  tarn  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  of  the  obligee  (the  husband  and  wili» 
having  entered  into  artieles  of  separation  fh»m  bed  and  board),  and  in  oonsidera- 
tion  of  the  premises  the  obligor  agreed  to  keep  and  maintain  and  foreyer  sopporfr 
the  said  wife;  said  bond  being  conditioned,  that  the  obligor  sbonld  from  time  t9 
to  time,  use  and  apply  the  monej  for  the  benefit,  and  support  and  maintenance  of 
•aid  wife  as  the  same  should  be  neoessarj ;  and  should  kef»p  and  save  said  oblgM* 
forever  harmless  on  acoonnt  of  the  support  and  mainteaanee  of  said  wife,  and  sav» 
and  prevent  said  obligee  from  any  liability  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  safif 
wife,  without  fraud,  dte. : 

BUdf  that  the  obligee  oonld  maintain  an  action  for  a  breach  of  that  condition  of  tha- 
bond  which  required  the  obligor,  from  time  to  time,  to  use  and  apply  the  $350^ 
*'  for  the  benefit  and  support  and  maintenance  of  said  wife,  as  the  same  should  be 
neeessary,"  although  the  latter  condition  which  provided  for  keeping  and  saving 
Ibe  obligee  harmless  on  account  of  such  support  and  maintenance,  dec,  had  nofc 
been  broken. 

Erie  County^  General  Term^  November^  1868. 

Before  Daniels,  P.  J.;  Mabvin,  Barker  and  Lamont,  cTlcT. 

Appeal  fronoi  judgment  entered  upon  the  report  and  decis- 
ion of  a  referee. 

Action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage.  The  defendant  Kaiser, 
executed  to  the  plaintiff  a  bond  reciting  that  the  plaintifl'and 
his  wife  had  entered  into  articles  of  separation  from  bed  and 
board,  and  that  in  consideration  of  the  premises  Che  plaintiff* 
had  that  day  paid  Kaiser  $350,  to  be  used  and  appropriated 
by  him  for  the  benefit  of  Frances  Scbelve  (his  wife);  and  in 
consideration  of  the  premises,  Kaiser  further  agreed  to  keep 
and  maintain  and  forever  support  the  said  Frances  Scheive. 
It  was  conditioned  in  the  bond  that  Kaiser  should  from  time 
to  time,  use  and  apply  the  money  (the  $360)  for  the  benefit 
and  support  and  maintenance  of  said  Frances,  as  the  same 
shall  be  necessary,  and  shall  keep  and  save  said  Frederick 
Scheive  forever  harmless  on  account  of  the  support  and  main- 
tenance of  said  Frances  Scheive,  and  mx%e  and  prevent  said 
Vou  XXXVL  18 
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Frederick  from  any  liability  for  the  support  and  maintenance 
of  said  Frances,  without  fraud,  &c.  The  defendant  executed 
at  the  same  time  a  mortgage  to  secure  the  performance  of 
the  conditions  of  the  bond,  and  containing  the  same  condi- 
tions. 

The  defendant  took  the  plaintiff's  wife  to  his  house  and 
supported  her  about  four  months.  The  defendant  and  his 
family  treated  Mrs.  Scheive  in  a  manner  justifying  her  leav- 
ing them,  and  she  did  leave ;  and  thereupon  the  overseers  of 
the  poor  of  Dunkirk  took  her  in  charge  as  a  pauper  and 
expended  for  her  support  about  the  sum  of  $150.  The 
superintendent  of  the  poor  then  saw  the  plaintiff,  and  applied 
to  him  to  pay  the  sum  expended,  and  he  agreed  to  do  so  as 
90on  as  he  could  enforce  the  collection  of  the  amount  out  of  the 
bond  and  mortgi^,  or  as  soon  as  he  got  the  money.  Previous 
to  the  commencement  of  this  action  the  plaintiff  demanded 
of  the  defendant  the  $350,  less  the  value  of  the  board  and 
expenses  incurred  for  Frances  during  the  time  she  was  sup- 
ported by  the  defendant.     The  defendant  refused  to  pay. 

The  referee  found  that  Mrs.  Scheive  was  in  good  health 
and  performed  daily  labor,  except  for  two  weeks,  while  she 
was  supported  by  the  overseers. 

As  conclusions  of  law,  the  referee  found,  that  at  the  time 
the  plaintiff  made  his  promise  to  the  superintendent  of  the 
poor  for  the  board,  ftc,  there  was  no  legal  liability  on  his 
part  to  pay  the  same.  That  there  had  not  been  any  breach 
in  the  covenant  to  save  and  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  any 
liability  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  said  Frances, 
tf  in  said  bond  mentioned  and  set  forth,  and  that  there  has 
been  no  breach  of  any  covenant  in  the  bond ;  and  he  directed 
judgment  for  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  filed  exceptions  and 
iijppealed  to  the  general  term. 

N.  H.  ^iLLy  fir  plaintiff. 

i.  The  referee  disposed  of  this  case  on  the  ground  that 
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the  husband  was  not  liable  to  paj  an^  part  of  the  money 
advanced  by  the  superintendents  of  the  poor,  dnd  therefore 
there  was  no  breach  of  the  bond,  on  the  authoritj^  of  the 
ease  in  Norton  et  ah  agt.  Rhodes  (18  Barb.  100). 

In  that  case  the  husband  had  property  sufficient  to  main*- 
tain  and  support  his  wife,  and  the  court  held  the  doctrine 
hat  the  8U^€rintendents  could  not  maintain  an  action  at  law 
against  the  husband,  but  must  pursue  their  remedy  by  seiss^ 
ing  the  property  of  the  husband  by  virtue  of  their  authority 
under  the  statute.     (1  R.  S.  614,  615  ;  ^  1  to  14.) 

That  case  differs  from  the  one  at  bar  in  the  fiict  that  thii 
is  an  action  on  a  contract  of  idemnity  where  the  obligation  ie 
to  perform  some  specific  thing,  and  to  save  the  obligee  from  ail 
liability  for  the  support  of  his  wife,  and  the  contract  wai 
broken  when  the  defendant  failed  to  do  the  Specific  act. 
{Gilbert  agt-  Wiman,  1  Com.  550.) 

Where  u  party  has  an  indemnity  not  only  against  actual 
damages  and  expenses,  but  against  any  liability  for  damaged 
and  expenses,  he  need  not  wait  to  commence'  hie  suit  until 
he  has  actually  paid  such  damages.  {Roek/cUer  agt.  Donnelly f 
8  Cow.  639,  640 ;  Chfice  agt.  Hinmany  8  Wend.  462 ;  John^ 
son  agt.  mitony  10  John.  549.) 

This  is  a  case  where  the  court  may  decree  a  ^cific  per- 
formance on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  so  a9  to^xonorate  the 
plaintiff  from  his  liability  to  support  his  wife  on  the  princi-- 
pie  of  quia  timet.  (2  Story's  Equity^  850 ;  %J6hn!s  CK 
406.) 

The  contract  in  action  contains  affirmative  eovenants  foi' 
specific  things,  and  its  non-performance  was  a  breach,  and  th# 
legal  liability  of  the  obligor  the  measure  of  damages.  {OiU 
bert  agt.  Wiman,  1  Com.  562;  Thofhas  agt.  Alkn^  1  Hitt^ 
145 ;  Churchill  agt.  Huntj  3  Denio,  321.) 

The  covenants  were  to  save  harmless  from  all  liability  of 
the  plaintiff  for  the  maintenance  and  support  of  his  wife,  and 
also  to  support  her  in  a  proper  manner.  And  if  the  conduct 
of  the  defendant  or  his  fiimily  was  such  as  to  make  it 
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improper  for  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff  to  remain  in  the  defend- 
ant's house,  it  was  a  breach  of  the  conditions  of  the  defend* 
ant's  bond,  and  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  leave 
the  house  of  defendant  and  procure  board  and  clothes  else- 
where, and  the  defendant  was  liable  therefor;  and  under  such 
circumstances,  no  demand  of  board  and  clothing  of  defend* 
ant  was  necessary*  {Hawley  agt.  Morton^  23  Barb.  265 ; 
Shaffer  agt  Lee^  8  Barb.  412.) 

IL  The  referee  found  that  the  plaintiff  had  promised  to 
pay  the  superintendents  of  the  poor  whatever  sum  they  had 
expended  for  the  support  of  plaintiff's  wife,  but  held  as  a 
question  of  law^  that  the  promise  having  been  made  subse- 
quent to  furnishing  the  support  to  the  vrife,  there  was  no 
consideration  for  the  promise. 

This  clearly  was  error.  It  is  a  well  settled  rule  of  law, 
that  a  moral  obligation  is  a  good  consideration  for  an  express 
promise,  and  has  never  been  questioned  in  cases  where  the 
party  promising  has  been  benefited.  {King  afi:t.  Butler^  15 
JohPM.  281 ;  Livingston  agt.  Bogers^  1  Caines  R.  584,  585; 
Hicks  agt.  Btimham  et  al.,  10  Johns.  243 ;  Comstock  agt. 
SmOh,  7  Johns.  88 ;  1  Saund.  264 ;  2  East.  506 ;  Overseers 
pfthe  Poor  of  Tioga  ngt.  Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  Seneca^  IS 
Johns.  380.) 

In  an  action  by  the  father  of  an  apprentice  against  the 
master  for  necessaries  furnished  the  apprentice,  it  appears 
that  the  latter,  very  ill,  went  to  his  father's  house  against 
his  master's  will,  and  the  mas^^er  forbade  the  father  from 
incurring  any  expenses.  The  apprentice  died,  however,  and 
after  his  death,  defendant  promised  to  pay  reasonable 
topenses.  Held  that  though  the  necessaries  were  furnished 
oontraiy  to  defendant's  desire  at  the  time,  yet  a  subsequent 
discovery  of  the  necessity  arising  from  the  illness  of  the  boy, 
or  the  actual  saving  of  expenses  to  the  defendant,  were  con- 
siderations sufficient  to  support  the  promise.  {Mayors  Ct 
1502 ;  JNack  agt  Hardenbook^  Liv.  Jd.  Opin.  23.) 

Tha  plaintiff  was  benefited  by  the  support  of  his  wife. 
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The  superintendents  did  nothing  more  than  to  supply  the 
wife  with  those  necessaries  which  the  husband  was  legally 
bound  to  furnish,  but  which  he  had  neglected  to  furnish,  and 
had  left  her  without  any  home  or  means  of  support  and  a 
charge  on  the  county.  His  property  was  liable  to  be  seized, 
and  himself  arrested  if  found  in  the  county,  and  compelled 
to  support  his  wife.     {Pomeroy  agt.  WeUsy  8  Paige  Ch.  406.) 

HI.  The  husband  is  bound  to  support  his  wife  when  the 
two  are  separated  by  mutual  consent,  the  same  as  when  they 
are  living  in  co-habitation,  and  even  the  same  as  when  they 
are  separated  through  his  fault.  {Bislwp  on  Marriage^  %% 
578,  679 ;  Lockwood  agt.  ThomaSy  12  Johns.  248.) 

That  he  is  under  the  highest  moral  obligation  to  support 
his  wife  according  to  his  circumstances  in  life.  The  husband 
is  under  a  natural  and  moral  obligation  to  support  his  wife; 
and  the  courts  may  presume  a  promise  founded  on  such 
moral  obligation,  especially  in  such  cases  of  necessity  as  tha 
facts  in  this  case  show.  The  obligations  and  duties  of  hus- 
band and  wife  are  derived  from  a  higher  source  than  any  con- 
tract of  which  the  parties  are  capable  of  making,  and,  as  to 
these,  cannot  be  controlled  by  any  contract  they  can  make. 
By  their  own  agreements,  they  cannot  increase  or  lessen 
these  dutfes. 

The  superintendent  furnished  the  necessaries  which  the 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  supply,  and  he  subsequently  promised 
to  pay,  and  his  implied  promise  or  duty  is  sufficient  consid- 
eration for  the  promise.  {Doty  agt.  Wilsony  14  Johns.  378 ; 
Ingraham  agt.  Gilberty  20  Barb.  151.) 

IV.  The  superintendents  of  the  poor  of  the  county  are  the 
public  agents  and  trustees  of  the  county  in  respect  to  their 
poor,  and  have,  without  any  express  authority  from  the  leg* 
islature,  the  capacity  to  sue  commensurate  with  their  pub- 
lic trusts  and  duties.  The  statutes  give  them  a  remedy  io 
case  the  husband  refuses  to  support  his  wife,  and  that  is  a 
cumulative  remedy,  and  does  not  take  away  a  common  law 
right,  to  maintain  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  the  expenses 
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iQGurred.  {Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  Tioga  agt.  Overseers  of  the 
Poor  of  Seneca^  13  John.  880  ;  Overseers  of  the  Poor  ofPittsh 
town  agt.  Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  Plattsburg^  18  John.  407 ; 
Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  Courtland  agt.  JBirdselly  1  Cow.  360 
^nd  673 ;  Fhwer  agt.  AUen^  6  Cow.  666.) 

The  plaintiff  being  a  non-resident  of  this  state^  and  his  wifi» 
baving  been  deprived  of  a  home  bj  the  wrongful  acts  of  the 
defendant^  A^  could  have  maintained  an  action  against  the 
superintendents  of  the  poor  in  case  they  had  neglected  ta 
furnish  her  with  the  necessaries  of  life.  {Flower  agt.  AUen^ 
4  Cow.  658.) 

The  case  of  Norton  agt.  Rhodes  (18  Barb.  100)^  was  deci- 
ded on  the  theory,  that  the  husband  was  a  resident  of  this 
state  and  having  means  to  support  his  wife^  and  property 
liable  to  be  seized  in  case  he  refused  to  support  his  wife^ 
The  court  in  this  case  held^  that  the  superintendents  could 
not  declare  her  a  pauper  and  maintain  her  as  such^  and  charge 
the  husband  with  such  support^  but  niust  pursue  their  rem- 
edy under  the  statute,  as  in  the  case  of  an  absconding  husp 
kmd. 

When  the  wife  is  refused  necessaries  by  her  husband  the 
courts  have  held  in  other  states,  under  similar  statutes  to  ours,^ 
that  the  town,  through  its  officers  having  charge  of  the  poor 
can  supply  them,  and  oblige  the  husband  in  an  action  at  law 
to  refund  the  money  advanced.  {Alna  agt.  Plummer^  4 
Qreenl.  258 ;  Howard  agt.  Whetstone,  10  Ohio^  365 ;  Mon- 
son  agt.  WiUiamSf  6  Orajfj  416 ;  Rumney  agt.  KeySj  7  N.  H. 
671.) 

V.  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the 
breach  of  the  bond  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  and  also  for 
breach  of  the  bond,  and  therefore  is  properly  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  obligee.  It  is  not  for  money  held  by  defendant 
•8  trustee,  and  the  wife  can  have  no  interest  whatever  in  the 
result  of  this  action. 

VI.  In  giving  construction  to  the  agreement  of  the  parties^ 
the  bond  and  mortgage  should  be  construed  together.    The 
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rule  is  where  one  writing  or  instrament  refers  to  another^ 
either  tacitly  or  expressly,  both  are  to  be  construed  together 
and  one  may  correct  an  erroneous  description  in  the  other, 
explain  it  or  even  add  to  or  vary  it  {Jackson  i^.  Bowenj 
7  Caw.  13 ;  Jackaon  agt.  Freer^  17  Johns.  29 ;  3  DanOf  21.) 

W.  W.  Holt, /or  defendant. 

By  the  courts  Marvin,  J.  It  was  said  upon  the  argument 
that  Norton  agt.  Skodes  (18  Barb.  100),  was  controlling  with 
the  r^ree  in  this  case. 

If  so,  I  think  the  r^eree  misapprehended  or  misapplied 
the  case. 

Norton  and  others,  as  superintendents  of  the  poor,  brought 
that  action  against  the  husband  to  recover  for  the  boarding, 
&c.  of  his  wife  by  the  county.  The  action  was  attempted 
to  be  sustained  upon  the  common  law  relating  to  husband 
and  wife.  It  was  held,  that  the  superintendents  of  the  poor 
could  not,  as  public  officers  of  the  county,  interfere  between 
husband  and  wife  by  supporting  the  latter,  entitle  themselves. 
as  such  officers  to  maintain  an  action  against  the  husband* 
It  was  said  in  the  opinion,  that  if  an  individual  saw  fit  to 
furnish  necessaries  to  a  Viife  and  resort  to  an  action  against 
the  husband  for  compensation,  upon  the  ground  of  ill-usage, 
&c.,  he  may  undoubtedly  do  so,  and  a  court  will  hear  the 
proofs  and  allegations  of  the  parties,  and  decide  in  accordance 
with  the  well  settled  principles  of  the  common  law.  It 
might  be  decided  that  the  husband  was  not  in  fault,  and  if 
so,  then  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 

In  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff  made  an  arrangement: 
with  the  defendant  to  support  his  wife,  founded  upon  a  val- 
uable consideration.  The  agreement  is  evidenced  by  a  bond^ 
the  condition  contains  recitals  of  the  agreement  and  consid- 
eration, the  latter  being  S350,  to  be  used  and  appropriated 
by  him  (the  obligor)  for  the  benefit  of  said  Frances  Scheive, 
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and  further  agreeing  to  keep  and  maintain  and  forever  sup 
port  the  said  Frances  Scheive. 

Then  follows  the  condition^  ^*  that  the  said  Kaiser  shall 
from  time  to  time«  use  and  apply  the  aforesaid  money  for  the 
benefit  and  support  and  maintenance  of  said  Frances  Scheive 
as  the  same  shall  be  necessary,  and  shall  keep  and  save  said 
Frederick  Scheive  forever  harmless  on  account  of  the  sup- 
port and  maintenance  of  said  wife,  said  Frances  Scheive,  and 
fihall  save  and  prevent  said  Frederick  from  any  liability  for 
the  support  and  maintenance  of  said  Frances. 

The  referee  has  found  that  the  defendant  failed  to  support 
and  maintain  Frances.  He  finds  that  she  was  justified  in 
departing  from  the  defendant's  house,  and  she  was  justified 
in  refusing  to  return  to  his  house. 

Here  is  a  clear  finding  of  a  breach  in  the  agreement  noted. 
The  referee  seems  to  have  confined  his  inquiry  to  the  condi- 
tions in  the  bond  to  keep  the  plaintiiT  harmless,  and  to  save 
and  prevent  him  from  any  liability  for  the  support,  Ac,  of 
Frances,  and  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the  plaintifif  was 
not  liable  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  or  the  superintendents, 
notwithstanding  his  conditional  promise  to  pay ;  he  decided 
that  there  had  been  no  breach  of  the  covenant  of  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintififin  the  bond.     In  this,  I  think,  he  erred. 

The  recital  in  the  condition  of  the  bond  contains  an  express 
agreement  by  Kaiser  to  keep  and  maintain  and  forever  sup- 
port the  said  Frances  Scheive.  This  agreement  or  covenant 
was  broken.  But  it  is.  said  that  this  covenant  is  only  to  be 
found  in  one  of  the  recitals  in  the  conditions  of  the  bond,  and 
that  the  real  conditions  are  those  following,  relating  to  the 
application  of  the  $350,  for  the  benefit  and  support,  Ac,  of 
Frances,  and  to  keep  harmless,  &c. ;  and  that  the  obligations 
could  only  be  enforced  in  case  of  a  breach  of  the  conditions 
thus  specified  ;  that  it  could  not  be  enforced  for  a  breach  of 
the  covenant  "to  keep  and  maintain  and  forever  support.** 
I  am  inclined  to  think  this  would  be  too  narrow  a  construc- 
tion.    It  seems  on  consulting  the  complaint,  that  the  pleadei 
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has  only  noticed  the  conditions  following  the  recitals,  and 
has  omitted  to  notice  the  covenant  ^^  to  keep  and  maintain 
and  forever  support,'^  4c. 

The  reference  to  the  bond  in  the  complaint  is  quite  gen- 
eral. It  does  not  notice  all  the  provisions  in  it.  The  bond 
was  put  in  evidence,  and  I  think  putting  a  liberal  construc- 
tion upon  the  complaint,  its  allegations  are  broad  enough  to 
enable  the  plaintiff  to  avail  himself  of  all  its  provisions.  But 
apply  the  strictest  rules  to  the  pleadings  and  regard  the 
mortgage  as  only  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  princi- 
pal and  interest  mentioned  in  the  conditions  of  said  bond,  to 
the  use,  benefit  and  maintenance  of  said  Francis  Scheive,  as 
aUeged  in  complaint,  and  there  was  a  clear  breach  of  the 
conditions  proved. 

There  is  no  pretence  that  the  defendant  from  time  to  time, 
used  and  applied  the  $350  ^^for  the  benefit  and  support  and 
maintenance  of  Frances  Scheive  as  the  same  should  be  neces- 
sary.'' The  cause  of  action  was  established,  and  the  referee 
erred  in  dismissing  the  complaint.  There  is  no  foundation 
for  the  objections  that  the  action  was  improperly  brought 
by  the  plaintiff  and  in  his  name. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  there  muist  be  a  new 
trial,  and  the  question  of  costs  is  reserved  to  the  final  triaL 

All  the  judges  concurred. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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COURT  OP  APPEAUS. 

WiLUAM  M.  MiLLORYy  respondent^  agt.  The  Tioga  Rail- 
road COMPANY,  appellants. 

A  >Vre^  cMpMufiM  eannot  mrail  itaelf  of  the  ttaiuts  ^f  Hm^JLaiwM  in  a  rait  against 
it  here. 

Where  there  is  ««Ticleiice  that  the  plaintiff  performed  the  Mrrioes  obtimed,  and  ale« 
evideaoe  m  to  ite  valae;  the  extent  of  the  eervioee  and  the  amount  to  be  allowed 
therefor,  are  rabjeote  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  In  snoh  case  the  court 
can  neither  non-enit  the  plaintiff  nor  direct  a  Terdiot  for  the  defendant,  on  the 
fionud  that  the  evidence  is  insufficient 

Where  a  letter  and  an  indorsement  upon  ite  back  evidence  a  perfect  contract,  ite 
terms  cannot  be  varied  or  contradicted  hy  parol  proof  , 

If  a  party  is  dissatisfied  with  the  oonclosion  of  a  foot  stated  bj  the  judge  at  the  trial, 
he  should  ask  to  have  the  question  submitted  to  the  jury.  Without  such  request, 
an  exception  to  the  ruling  of  the  court  only  brings  up  the  question  of  law  based 
•n  his  assomptioB  of  foot. 

January  Termy  1867. 

The  plaint^  claimed  to  recover  in  this  action  for  trans- 
porting and  distributing  cross-ties,  iron  rails,  chairs  and 
spikes,  along  the  line  of  the  defendants'  road,  intended  for 
use  in  its  reparation.  But  the  justice  at  the  trial  limited 
the  right  of  recovery  to  the  transportation  and  delivery  of 
cross-ties  only,  holding  that  the  rails,  chairs  and  spikes  were 
transported  and  distributed  under  an  agreement  with  the 
plaintiff  and  Bostwick,  that  that  service  was  to  be  without 
charge,  in  consideration  of  the  free  use  of  the  defendants' 
road  during  the  period  of  transportation. 

The  question  now  is,  whether  the  recovery  by  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  transportation  and  distribution  of  the  ties  can  be 
sustained.  At  the  close  of  the  evidence  the  defendants' 
counsel  requested  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ants, on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to 
enable  the  court  or  jury  to  determine  the  extent  or  amount 
of  plain tifi's  claim  for  services;  and  also  asked  the  court  to 
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rule  that  the  plaiotiflrs  clidm  was  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitatioQS. 

C.  W.  Reynolds, /or  appellants. 
I        C.  H.  Thomson, /or  respondmL 

BocK£S,  J.  The  learned  judge  before  whom  the  trial  was 
conducted,  properly  declined  compliance  with  these  requests. 
The  point  in  regard  to  the  statute  of  lunitations,  is  not  now 
urged.  It  seems  that  the  services  were  rendered  in  Jun^ 
July  and  August,  1852,  and  this  action  was  commenced  July 
17th,  1858,  less  than  six  years  from  the  termination  of  the 
servicea  Besides,  the  defendants  are  a  foreign  corporation, 
and  consequently  cannot  avail  themselves  of  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations. (Ofeo^  agt.  The  Tioga  Railroad  Go.  2^N.  T.  B.  210.) 

Nor  could  the  judge  have  properly  directed  a  verdict  for 
the  defendants  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  was  insuffi- 
cient to  enable  the  court  or  jury  to  determine  the  extent  or 
amount  of  the  claim.  There  was  evidence  that  the  plaintiff 
performed  the  services,  and  also  evidence  as  to  its  value. 
The  extent  of  the  services  and  the  amount  to  be  allowed^ 
therefor,  were  subjects  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  In 
such  case  the  court  can  neither  non-suit  the  plaintiff,  nor 
direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendants.  {Van  Eensselaer  ogL 
JetceUy  2  N.  Y.  R.  135.) 

There  was  evidence  given,  showing,  that  the  transportation 
of  the  rails,  chairs  and  spikes  was  provided  for  in  a  lease  of 
the  road  to  Bostwick  and  the  plaintiff,  wherein  it  was  agreed 
that  the  transportation  of  those  articles  was  to  be  without 
charge,  in  consideration  of  the  use  of  the  road,  during  the 
period  of  transportation. 

The  contract  or  lease  was  evidenced  by  a  letter  from  the 
president  of  the  road  to  Bostwick  and  Mallory,  and  an 
indorsement  thereon  by  Bostwick.  The  defendants'  counsel 
offered  to  prove  the  terms  of  the  lease  by  parol.  This  was 
excluded  on  the  ground  that  the  agreement  appeared  to  be 
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ib  writing.  The  letter  and  the  indorsement  thereon  should 
be  read  together.  The  letter  had  been  put  in  evidence  and 
carried  with  it  the  indorsement,  which,  in  the  absence  of 
any  explanatory  proof,  must  be  deemed  to  constitute  a  part 
of  the  paper  on  which  it  was  written ;  especially  as  it  rela- 
ted in  direct  terms  thereto,  bore  the  same  date,  and  purpor- 
ted to  be  a  material  and  substantial  part  of  it.  Read  together, 
the  papers  evidenced  a  perfect  contract,  the  terms  of  which, 
of  course,  could  n^t  be  contradicted  or  varied  by  parol  proof. 
The  offer  was,  therefore,  properly  overruled. 

The  purpose  of  the  evidence  offered  doubtless  was,  although 
not  stated,  to  show  that  it  was  agreed  that  the  ties,  as  well 
as  the  rails,  chairs  and  spikes,  were  to  be  transported  without 
charge.  If  so,  it  was  an  attempt  to  introduce  into  the  writ- 
ten contract  a  new  condition  changing  its  import  and  effect 
in  a  very  material  sense — Whence  inadmissible. 

In  regard  to  the  defendants'  set-off,  the  learned  judge  held 
that  the  evidence  showed  that  the  claim  was  settled,  or  if  not 
settled,  that  it  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

There  was  evidence  tending  to  prove,  if  not  definitely  and 
clearly  proving,  that  the  defendants'  claim  interposed  as  a 
set-oS  was  settled.  The  judge  assumed,  when  caUed  upon 
to  speak  on  that  subject,  that  the  fact  stood  proved. 

If  dissatisfied  with  such  assumption,  the  party  should  have 
requested  to  have  that  question  submitted  to  the  jury.  In 
the  absence  of  such  request,  the  party  ^  ill  be  deemed  to 
have  acquiesced  in  the  assumption  of  fact  stated  by  the  court. 
{Barnes  agt.  PerrinCj  12  N.  Y.  K  18,  23;  The  People  agt. 
Cooky  SN.  Y.R  78  i  Bows  agt.  Rush,  28  Barh.  157,  180 ; 
Nolton  agt.  Moses^  3  Barh.  31 ;  WvmheU  agt.  Hkhsj  18  N. 
F.  B,  558.)  If  dissatisfied  with  the  conclusion  of  fact  stated 
by  the  judge,  the  party  should  ask  to  have  the  question  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury.  Without  such  request,  an  exception  to 
the  ruling  of  the  court  only  brings  up  the  question  of  law 
based  on  his  assumption  of  fact. 

As  the  case  is  here  presented,  it  must  be  deemed  to  be  an 
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accepted  fact,  as  stated  by  the  judge,  that  the  defendants' 
claim  for  set-off  had  been  settled ;  hence  it  could  not  be 
allowed  in  this  action.  I  will  add,  however,  that  the  facts 
proved  fully  justified  the  conclusion  expressed  by  the  learned 
judge  on  the  trial,  and  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  claim  was 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

But  the  views  above  expressed  render  further  examination 
of  the  case  unnecessary. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

All  concur  in  the  above  opinion. 
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UNITED  STATES  CIRCUIT  COURT. 

AuGUsrm  Daly  agt  Henby  D.  Palmer  and  Henry  C. 

Jaeeatt. 

The  Same  agt.  Willlim  B.  Fbeligh  and  J.  £.  McDonouoh. 

The  copyright  act  of  1831 ,  confers  upon  the  author  and  proprietor  of  a  dtamftic  com* 
poaition  daljr  copyrighted,  the  sole  right  aud  liberty  of  printings  re^-printiiig,  pub- 
lishing and  vending  such  composition  in  whole  or  in  part^  for  the  term  of  28  yeazs 
from  the  time  of  recording  the  title  of  such  composition  in  the  manner  diracted  by 
the  act  The  act  of  1856  (U  V,  S.  Stat  at  Large,  138),  provides,  that  any  copy- 
right thereafter  granted  to  the  author  and  proprietor  of  a  dramatic  composition, 
shall  be  deemed  to  confer  along  with  such  right,  the  sole  right  to  act,  perform  and 
represent  the  same  on  any  stage  or  public  place,  dormg  the  whole  period  for  which 
the  copyright  is  obtained. 

A  composition  under  the  act  of  1856,  is  a  written  or  literary  work  invented  and  set 
in  order.  A  dramatic  eompositioa  is  such  a  work,  in  which  the  narrative  is  not 
related,  but  is  represented  by  dialogue  and  action.  'When  a  dramatic  composition 
is  represented  in  dialogue  and  action,  by  persons  who  represent  it  as  retil  by  per- 
forming or  going  through  with  the  various  parts  or  characters  assigned  to  tkem 
severally,  the  composition  is  acted,  performed  or  represented ;  and  if  the  repre- 
sentation is  in  public,  it  is  a  public  representation. 

A  written  work  couMstinir  wholly  of  directions  set  in  order  for  conveying  the  ideas 
of  the  author,  on  a  stage  or  pnblic  placse,  by  means  of  characters  who  represent 
the  narrative  wholly  by  action,  is  as  much  a  dramatic  composition  designed  or 
suited  for  pnblic  representation,  as  if  language  or  dialogue  were  used  in  it  to  con- 
vey some  of  the  ideas. 

The  "  Railroad  Scene'*  in  the  plaintilT's  play  of  "Under  the  Oaslight,'*  is  undoubt- 
edly a  dramatic  composition.  Those  parts  of  it  represented  by  motion  or  gesture, 
without  language,  are  quite  as  much  a  dramatic  composition  as  those  parts  of  it 
which  are  represented  by  voice.  This  is  true  also  of  the  railroad  scene  in  Bond- 
canlt's  play  of  **  Ader  Dark.**  Bst  the  two  scenes  are  identical  in  substance,  as 
written  dramatic  compositions  in  the  particulars,  in  which  the  plaintiff  alleges, 
that  what  he  has  Invented  and  set  in  order  in  the  scene,  has  been  appropriated  by 
Boncicault 

In  consonance  with  the  principles  laid  down  by  Lord  LrNDHUBsr  {lyAlmavM  agt 
Bootetf,  1  Tonngt  S  Collytf'i  Xxeh,  B.  288),  the  plaintilT  is  as  much  entitled  to  pro- 
tection in  respect  of  a  substantial  and  material  original  part  of  his  "ruilroad  scene,** 
as  he  is  in  respect  of  the  whole.  All  that  is  substantUil  and  material  in  plaintiff's 
railroad  scene  has  been  appropriated  by  Boncicault;  and  the  railroad  sconce  in 
Boncicauit's  play,  is  undoubtedly,  when  acted  on  a  public  siage,  an  infringement 
of  the  copyright  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  play. 

U.  S.  Circuit  Court^  2d  Circuit  Southern  District  qf  New 
York.    In  Equity. 
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December  Termj  1868.       • 

These  cases  came  before  the  United  States  circuit  court^ 
held  in  and  for  the  second  circuit  and  southern  district  of 
New  York,  on  a  motion  by  plaintiff  for  a  provisional  injunc- 
tion retraining  the  defendants  from  performing  the  plaintiff's 
*^  railroad  scene  '^  in  bis  play  of  ^^  Under  the  Gaslight,^  in  a 
drama  called  ^^  After  Dark."  The  application  was  made  upon 
bill  of  complaint  and  affidavits,  and  was  opposed  upon  affi- 
davits ;  no  answer  being  presented  or  filed.  The  facts  suf- 
ficiently appear  from  the  opinion. 

Thomas  S.  Alexander^  William  Tbact  and  Joseph 

P.  Daly,  for  plaintiff. 
WiLLUM  D.  Booth  and  T.  W.  Clabke,  far  defendants. 

Blatchfoki),  J.  This  is  an  application  for  a  provisional 
injunction  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  the  public  per- 
formance  and  representation,  and  from  the  sale  for  dramatic 
representation  of  a  scene  called  the  '^  railroad  scene"  in  a  play 
called  '^  After  Dark."  The  plaintiff  is  by  profession  a  dra- 
matic author,  his  business  being  to  compose,  write  and  pro- 
duce on  the  theatrical  stage  dramatic  compositions,  com- 
monly called  plays.  The  defendants  are  the  managers  of  a 
public  place  of  theatrical  amusement,  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  called  Niblo's  garden.  Before  the  1st  of  August,  1867, 
the  plaintiff  composed  and  wrote  a  dramatic  composition 
called  ^'  Under  the  Gaslight,"  and  on  that  day  he  took  the 
proper  steps  to  secure  to  himself  a  copyright  for  the  compo- 
sition, under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  February  dd,  1831, 
(4  17.  S.  Stat,  at  Large^  436),  by  depositing  before  publica- 
tion a  printed  copy  of  the  title  of  the  composition,  as  author 
and  proprietor,  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  district  court  of  the 
southern  district  of  New  York,  where  he  resided  at  the  time. 
The  composition  was  afterwards  printed  and  published,  and 
within  three  months  from  its  publication  he  caused  a  copy 
of  it,  as  printed ^and  published,  to  be  delivered  to  said  clerk. 
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He  also  gave  information  of  copyright  being  secured  by  caus- 
ing to  be  printed  and  inserted  in  the  several  copies  published 
the  words  prescribed  by  the  fifth  section  of  the  act. 

The  act  of  1831  confers  upon  the  author  and  proprietor 
of  a  dramatic  composition^  duly  copyrighted^  the<sole  right 
and  liberty  of  printing,  re-printing,  publishing  and  vending 
such  composition,  in  whole  or  in  part,  for  the  term  of  twen- 
ty-eight years  from  the  time  of  recording  the  title  of  such 
composition,  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  act.  The  act 
of  August  18th,  1856  (11  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large^  138),  pro- 
vides, that  any  copjrright  thereafter  granted  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  "  to  the  author  or  proprietor  of  any  drar 
matic  composition,  designed  or  suited  for  public  representa- 
tion, shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  confer  upon  the  said 
author  or  proprietor,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  along  with  the 
sole  right  to  print  and  publish  the  said  composition,  the  sole 
right  also  to  act,  perform  or  represent  the  same,  or  cause  it 
to  be  acted,  performed  or  represented,  on  any  stage  or  pub- 
lic place  during  the  whole  period  for  which  the  copyright  is 
obtained.  The  bill  alleges  that  the  plaintifi^s  play  was 
designed  and  suited  for  public  representation ;  that  it  was 
represented  for  the  first  time  on  the  12th  of  August,  1867, 
under  his  direction,  and  for  his  benefit,  at  the  New  York 
theatre,  a  public  place  of  theatrical  amusement  in  New  York, ' 
and  was  thenceforward  represented  there  for  eight  consecu- 
tive weeks ;  that  it  met  with  great  success,  attracted  crowds 
of  persons,  and  was  pecuniarily  profitable  to  the  plaintiff  to 
a  large  amount ;  that  the  particular  cause  of  such  success 
was  what  was  commonly  called,  after  such  public  perform- 
ance, the  ^^  railroad  scene''  at  the  end  of  the  third  scene  of 
the  fourth  act,  in  which  one  of  the  characters  is  represented 
as  secured  by  another,  and  laid  helpless  upon  the  rails  of  a 
railroad  track  in  such  manner,  and  with  the  presumed  intent^ 
that  the  railroad  train,  momentarily  expected,  shall  run  him 
down  and  kill  him,  and  just  at  the  moment  when  such  a  fate 
seems  inevitable,  another  of  the  characters  contrives  to  reach 
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the  intended  victim,  and  to  drag  him  from  the  track  as  the 
train  rushes  in  and  passes  over  the  spot. 

That  this  incident  and  scene  was  entirely  novel  and  unlike 
any  dramatic  incident  known  to  have  been  heretofore  repre- 
sented on  any  stage,  or  invented  by  any  author,  before  the 
plaintiif  so  composed,  produced  and  represented  the  same. 
That  the  playing  of  said  composition  and  scene  caused  the 
same  to  become  famous  in  all  parts  of  the  United  States  and 
Canada  and  in  England*  That  the  chief  value  of  the  com- 
position and  its  popularity;  depend  upon  said  '^  railroad 
scene  j'^  that  it  was  repeatedly  produced  and  represented  by 
and  for  the  advantage  of  the  plaintiff  in  many  cities  and  towns 
of  the  United  States  and  Canada,  to  the  profit  of  the  plain- 
tiff. 

That  before  learning  of  the  alleged  wrongs  mentioned  ia 
the  bill  attempted  by  the  defendants,  the  plaintiff  had  made 
arrangements  for  representing  the  play  dramatically  at  New 
York  and  in  various  places  in  the  United  States  during  the 
present  winter  and  the  approaching  spring ;  that  he  accord- 
ingly commenced  to  represent  the  play  at  the  New  York 
theatre,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  on  the  4th  of  November^ 
1868;  that  soon  afler  the  production,  representation  and 
printing  of  the  play  in  the  United  States,  one  Dion  Bouci- 
catilt,  a  dramatic  author  and  actor  and  theatrical  manager,  a 
subject  of  Great  Britain,  residing  in  England,  procured  a 
copy  of  said  play  by  some  means,  and  without  the  knowl- 
edge or  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  prepared  therefrom  a  play,, 
which  he  called  "  After  Dark,"  in  which  play  he  introduced 
several  of  the  scenes  and  incidents  of  the  plaintifi's  play,, 
varying  them  slightly,  but  following  in  them  the  invention 
and  plan  of  the  plaintiff's  play,  in  a  manner  which  wa» 
intended  to  differ  from  it  only  slightly,  so  as  colorably  to  be 
a  different  work,  while  substantially  retaining  the  attractive^ 
features  of  the  plaintiff's  play,  and  which  contained,  with  only 
colorable  variations,  the  said  "railroad  scene"  of  the  plain- 
tifl  's  play,  substituting  for  the  sur&ce  railroad  aa  vndec- 
VoL.  XXXVL  U 
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ground  railroad,  for  the  rescued  of  the  victim  to  be  killed  on 
the  railroad  a  man  for  a  woman,  for  the  railroad  station  in 
which  the  rescuer  was  confined  a  cellar,  and  for  the  break- 
ing down  a  door  to  escape  and  rescue  the  victim  the  break- 
ing down  a  wall  or  the  door  in  a  wall;  that  the  wdrk  of  Bou- 
cicault  is  a  palpable  imitation  of  the  plaintiflTs  said  ^'  railroad 
scene,"  and  is  plagiarized  therefrom  and  put  into  the  play 
called  "After  Dark,"  by  Boucicault,  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  the  pecuniary  benefit  which  might  otherwise 
result  to  the  plaintiflf  from  the  representation  of  his  play ; 
that  the  play  of  ^*  After  Dark"  was  performed  in  England 
without  the  plaintiffs  consent,  to  the  great  profit  of  Bouci- 
cault, and  was  indebted  for  ist  success  and  profit  to  such 
imitation  of  said  "  railroad  scene  f  that  Boucicault  has  sent 
copies  of  his  play  containing  such  plagiarism  of  said  "  rail- 
road scene"  to  the  defendants  in  the  United  States,  for  sale 
and  performance  for  his  own  profit,  and  several  copies  of  it 
are  in  the  defendants'  possession ;  that  the  defendants  are 
intending,  and  have  announced  their  purpose  to  perform  such 
play  called  **  After  Dark"  publicly  on  the  stage,  at  Niblo's 
garden,  in  New  York,  on  the  16th  of  November,  1868,  and 
every  night  thereafter  till  further  notice,  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  plaintiff;  that  such  play  and  the  plagiarism  of 
^id  "railroad  scene"  are  being  rehearsed  at  Niblo's  garden, 
under  the  direction  of  the  defendants,  with  a  view  to  such 
public  performance  thereof,  and  that  the  defendant  Palmer, 
acting  for  Boucicault,  is  about  to  sell  copies  of  the  play  called 
^*  After  Dark,"  with  said  plagiarized  scene,  to  other  persons 
in  the  United  States,  to  be  publicly  represented. 

The  bill  prays  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendants 
from  the  public  representation,  and  from  the  sale  for  dra- 
matic representation  of  the  said  "railroad  scene"  in  "After 
Dark."  The  defense  to  the  application  on  the  facts  is  con- 
fined to  showing  by  affidavits,  that  the  following  matters 
were  known  prior  to  the  taking  out  by  the  plaintifi*  of  hi$ 
copyright,  namely,  the  representation  on  a  stage  of  a  train 
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of  cars  drawn  by  a  locomotive  engine  on  a  railroad ;  a  like 
representation,  wherein  the  train  appeared  to  run  over  a  man 
lying  on  the  track;  and  a  hke  representation,  wherein  the 
train  appeared  ro  run  over  a  man  lying  on  the  track,  who 
bad  been  thrown  thereon  in  a  helpless  condition  by  another 
of  the  characters,  in  order  that  he  might  be  run  over  and 
killed.  A  story  called  "  Capt.  Tom^s  Fright,'*  in  the  galaxy 
for  March  15th,  1867,  is  also  adduced  to  afi^t  the  validity 
of  the  plaintiff  ^8  copyright. 

There  is  no  answer  to  the  bill,  nor  is  there  any  denial  of 
the  allegations  that  Boucicault  procured  a  copy  of  the  plain- 
tiflPs  play,  and  prepared  therefrom  the  "railroad  scene''  in 
the  play  of  '*  After  Dark,"  and  intended  that  the  latter  should 
only  be  colorably  different  from  the  "railroad  scene"  in  the 
plain tiff^s  play,  by  making  the  substitutions  before  mentioned, 
and  that  the  "railroad  scene"  in  the  play  of  "  After  Dark'^ 
was  plagiarized  by  Boucicault  from  the  "railroad  scene"  in 
the  plaintiff^s  play.  In  the  plaintiff's  play  there  is  a  suifacd 
railroad,  with  a  railroad  station  and  a  signal  station  or  store 
room.  A  signal  man  appears,  and  a  woman  named  Laura. 
At  the  request  of  Laura,  the  signal  man  locks  her  in  the  shed. 
There  are  some  axes  in  it.  One  Snorkey  then  appears.  Th^ 
signal  man  then  goes  off.  One  Byke  then  enters  with  a  coif 
of  rope  in  his  hand,  and  throws  it  over  Snorkey  and  tightens 
it  around  his  arm,  and  coils  it  around  his  legs,  and  then  lays 
him  across  the  track  and  fastens  him  to  the  rails,  and  goes 
off,  having  by  language  given  it  to  be  understood  that  the 
intention  is  that  Snorkey  shall  be  run  over  by  the  train  and 
kiUed.  Laura,  from  a  window  in  the  shed,  sees  what  is  done. 
The  steam  whistle  of  the  train  is  heard.  She  takes  an  axe 
and  strikes  the  door.  The  whistle  is  heard  again,  with  th^ 
rumble  of  the  approaching  train.  She  gives  more  blowi^ 
on  the  door  with  the  axe;  it  opens.  She  runs  and  unfastens 
Snorkey ;  the  lights  of  the  engine  appear,  and  she  moves 
Snorkey's  head  from  the  track  as  the  train  rushes  past.  Thii 
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incident  occupies  the  whole  of  the  third  scene  of  the  fourth 
act. 

There  is  a  good  deal  of  conversation  first  between  the  sig- 
nal man  and  Laura,  and  then  between  Snorkey  and  the  sig- 
nal man,  and  then  between  Byke  and  Snorkey,  and  then 
between  Laura  and  Snorkey.  There  are  stage  directions  for 
Laura  to  go  into  the  shed ;  for  the  signal  man  to  lock  her 
in ;  for  Siiorkey  to  enter ;  for  the  signal  man  to  go  ofi*;  for 
Byke  to  enter  with  the  coil  of  rope ;  for  Byke  to  throw  the 
coil  over  Snorkey,  and  tighten  the  rope  around  Snorkey^s 
arm,  and  coil  it  around  his  legs ;  for  Byke  to  lay  Snorkey 
across  the  track,  and  fasten  him  to  the  rails ;  for  Byke  to  go 
off]  for  the  steam  whistle  to  be  heard ;  for  blows  at  the  door 
to  be  heard ;  for  the  steam  whistle  to  be  heard  again,  with 
the  rumble  of  the  train ;  for  more  blows  on  the  door  to  be 
heard ;  for  the  door  to  open ;  for  Laura  to  appear  with  the 
axe  m  her  hand ;  for  her  to  run  and  unfasten  Snorkey ;  for  the 
lights  of  the  engine  to  be  seen ;  for  Laura  to  take  Snorkey's 
head  from  the  track,  and  for  the  train  to  rush  past.  These 
stage  directions  are  separate  and  apart  from  the  conversa- 
tion ;  and  are  in  italics,  and  in  parenthesis,  at  the  appropri- 
ate places  ID  the  progress  of  the  scene.  The  substance  and 
purpart  of  the  successive  conversations  iu  the  scene  are  that 
Laura  requests  the  signal  man  to  lock  her  in  the  shed  and  he 
consents ;  that  Snorkey  requests  the  signal  man  to  stop  by, 
signal  the  expected  train  and  he  refuses ;  that  Byke  gives 
Snorkey  to  understand  that  he  is  to  be  run  over  and  killed 
by  the  train,  and  that  Snorkey  requests  Laura  to  break  down 
the  door  and  release  him.  The  idea  is  also  conveyed  by  the 
langnage  in  the  scene,  that  Byke  is  about  to  commit  robbery 
and  murder  at  Laura's  house,  and  that  Snorkey  is  trying  to 
give  information  of  the  fact. 

In  the  play  of  •*  After  Dark'*  the  "railroad  scene''  is  in 
the  third  act.  In  the  first  scene  of  that  act  one  Gordon 
Chumley  is  rendered  insensible  by  drugs,  and  one  Old  Tom 
is  thrown  by  force  into  a  wine  vault.    In  the  second  scene 
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of  that  act  Old  Tom  is  represented  as  in  the  vault.  There 
isnn  orifice  in  the  vault  which  opens  upon  the  track  of  an 
underground  railroad.  The  rumbling  of  cars  is  heard,  and 
lights  flash  through  the  orifice.  Old  Tom,  through  a  door 
into  an  adjoining  vault,  sees  two  of  the  characters  carry 
C-humley  and  break  a  hole  through  a  wall  and  pass  the  body 
of  Chumley  through  the  hole,  as  he  supposes,  for  conceal- 
ment in  a  well  or  vault.  Old  Tom  then  finds  an  iron  bar  and 
resolves  to  attempt  escape  by  enlarging  the  orifice  in  the  wall 
opening  on  the  railroad.  Then  follows  scene  third.  The 
railroad  is  seen,  with  a  circular  orifice  which  ventilate^  the 
cellar  in  which  Old  Tom  is.  The  body  of  Chumley  is  seen 
lying  across  the  rails,  and  the  arm  of  Old  Tom  and  then  his 
head  is  passed  through  the  orifice. 

For  this  much  of  the  scene  there  are  only  stage  directions 
without  spoken  words.  The  following  is  a  verbatim  copy  of 
the  rest  oi  the  scene,  the  parts  in  parenthesis  being  stage 
directions :  "Old  Tom — Aboilt  four  courses  of  bricks  will  leave 
me  room  to  pass.  What  is  that  on  the  line  T  There  is  some* 
thing  surely  there.  (A  distant  telegraph  alarm  rings,  the 
semaphore  levers  play,  and  the  lamps  revolve.)  Great 
Heaven!  'tis  Gordon.  I  see  his  pale,  upturned  face — ^he 
lives !  Gordon !  Gordon  !  Vm  here !  He  does  not  answer 
me.  (A  whistle  is  heard  and  distant  train  passes.)  Ah! 
murderers.  I  see  their  plan.  They  have  dragged  his  insen* 
sible  body  to  that  place  and  left  him  there  to  be  killed  by  a 
passing  train.  Demons  I  Wretches !  (He  works  madly  at 
the  orifice.  The  bricks  fall  under  his  blows.  The  orifice 
increases.  He  tries  to  struggle  through  it.)  Not  yet.  Not 
yet  (The  alarm  rings  again.  The  levers  in  the  front  play* 
The  red  light  bums  and  a  white  light  is  turned  to  L.  H.  Tun« 
nel.  The  wheels  of  an  approaching  train  are  beard.)  Oh, 
Heaven !  give  me  strength — down — down.  One  moment ! 
(A  large  piece  of  wall  falls  in  and  Old  Tom  comes  with  it.) 
See,  it  comes,  the  monster  comes.  (A  loud  rumbling  and 
crashing  sound  is  heard.     He  tries  to  move  Gordon,  but  see- 
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ing  the  locomotive  dose  on  him,  ne  flings  himself  on  the 
body  and  clasping  it  in  his  arms,  roUs  over  with  it  forward. 
A  locomotive^  followed  by  a  train  of  carriages  rushes  over 
the  place,  and  as  it  disappears,  Old  Tom  frees  himself  from 
Chumley  and  gazes  after  the  train.  The  play  of  ^^  After 
Dark''  has  never  been  published  by  Boucicault,  although 
printed  by  him  for  private  use. 

The  first  inquiry  is,  what  is  meant  by  the  act  of  1856  by 
1^  ^^  dramatic  composition,"  what  is  meant  by  the  *^  public 
representation"  of  a  dramatic  composition,  and  what  is  meant 
by  the  right  to  ^'act,  perform  or  represent"  a  dramatic  com- 
position, on  *^a  stage  or  public  placet"  The  act  of  1856 
lH>nfers  On  the  author  or  proprietor  of  a  copyrighted  ^'  dra- 
matic composition,  designed  or  suited  for  public  representa* 
tion,"  the  sole  right  of  acting,  performing  or  representing  the 
same  on  a  stage  or  public  place,  in  addition  to  the  sole  right 
to  print  and  publish  such  composition.  The  latter  right 
must  be  considered  as  being  conferred  by  the  act  of  1331,, 
for  although  that  act  only  speaks  of  a  copyright  for  a  ^^  book 
or  books,  map,  chart,  musical  composition,  print,  cut  or 
engraving,"  yet  under  the  language  of  the  act  of  1856,  a 
^^  dramatic  composition,  designed  or  suited  for  public  repre- 
sentation," must  be  regarded  as  embraced  within  the  act  of 
1831.  A  composition,  in  the  sense  in  which  that  word  is 
used  in  the  act  of  1855,  is  a  written  or  literary  work  invented 
ftnd  set  in  order.  A  dramatic  composition  is  such  a  work  in 
which  the  narrative  is  not  related,  but  is  represented  by  dia- 
logue and  action.  When  a  dramatic  composition  is  repre- 
sented in  dialogue  and  action  by  persons  who  represent  it  as 
real,  by  performing  or  going  through  with  the  various  parts 
or  characters  assigned  to  them  sevemlly,  the  composition  is 
acted,  performed  or  represented ;  and  if  the  representation  is 
{n  public,  it  is  a  public  representation.  To  act,  in  the  sense 
of  the  statute,  is  to  represent  as  real,  by  countenance,  voice 
or  gesture,  that  ^hich  is  not  real  A  character  in  a  play 
who  goes  through  with  a  series  of  events  on  the  stage  with- 
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out  speaking — if  such  be  his  part  in  the  play — is  none  the 
less  an  actor  in  it  than  one  who  in  addition  to  motions  and 
gestures,  uses  his  voice.  A  pantonume  is  a  species  of  theat- 
rical entertainment  in  which  the  whole  action  is  represented 
by  gesticulation  without  the  use  of  words. 

A  written  work  consisting  wholly  of  directions  set  in  order 
for  conve}ring  the  ideas  of  the  author  on  a  stage  or  public 
place  by  means  of  characters  who  represent  the  narrative  wholly 
by  action,  is  as  much  a  dramatic  composition  designed  or 
suited  for  public  representation  as  if  language  or  dialogue 
were  used  in  it  to  convey  some  of  the  ideas.  The  ^^railroad 
scene"  in  the  plaintiflPs  play  is  undoubtedly  a  dramatic  com- 
position. Those  parts  of  it  represented  by  motion  or  gest- 
ture,  without  language,  are  quit^  as  much  a  dramatic  com- 
position as  those  parts  of  it  which  are  represented  by  voice. 
This  is  true  also  of  the  "  railroad  scene"  in  *^  After  Dark.'? 
Indeed,  on  an  analysis  of  the  two  scenes  in  the  two  plays,  it  is 
manifest  that  the  most  interesting  and  attractive  dramatic 
effect  in  each  is  produced  by  what  is  done  by  movement  and 
gesture  entirely  irrespective  of  anything  that  is  spoken.  Tb|9 
important  dramatic  eflect  in  both  plays  is  produced  by  the 
movements  and  gestures  which  are  prescribed  and  set  in 
order  so  as  to  be  read,  and  which  are  contained  within 
parenthesis.  The  spoken  words  in  each  are  of  but  triflinjg; 
consequence  to  the  progress  of  the  series  of  events  repre- 
sented and  communicated  to  the  intelligence  of  the  .specta- 
tor by  those  parts  of  the  scene  which  are  directed  to  be  rep- 
resented by  movement  and  gesture. 

The  series  of  events  so  represented  and  communicated  by 
movement  and  gesture  alone  to  the  intelligence  of  the  spec- 
tator, according  to  the  directions  contained  in  parenthesies 
in  the  two  plays  in  question  here,  embraces  the  confinemen); 
of  A.  in  a  receptacle  from  which  there  seems  to  be  no  feasi- 
ble means  of  egress ;  a  railroad  track  with  the  body  of  B. 
placed  across  it  in  such  manner  as  to  involve  the  apparently 
certain  destruction  of  his  life  by  a  passing  train;    the 
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appearance  of  A.  at  an  opening  in  the  receptacle  from  which 
A.  can  see  the  body  of  B. :  audible  indications  that  the  train 
is  approaching ;  successful  efforts  by  A.,  from  within  the 
receptacle^  by  means  of  an  implement  found  within  it,  to 
obtain  egress  from  it  upon  the  track^  and  the  moviuff  of  the 
body  of  B.  by  A.  from  the  impending  danger,  a  moment 
before  the  train  rushes  by.  In  both  of  the  plays  the  idea  is 
conveyed,  that  B.  is  placed  intentionally  on  the  track  with 
the  purpose  of  having  him  killed.  Such  idea  is  in  the  plain- 
tiff's play  conveyed  by  the  joint  medium  of  language  uttered 
and  of  movements  which  are  the  result  of  prescribed  directions, 
while  in  Boucicault's  play  it  is  conveyed  solely  by  language 
uttered.  The  action,  the  narrative,  the  dramatic  effect  and 
impression,  and  the  series  of  events  in  the  two  scenes  are 
identical.  Both  are  dramatic  compositions  designed  or  suited 
for  public  representation. 

It  is  true  that  in  one  A.  is  a  woman,  and  in  the  other  A. 
is  a  man ;  that  in  one  A.  is  confined  in  a  surface  railroad  sta- 
tion shed,  and  in  the  other  A.  is  confined  in  a  cellar  abutting 
on  the  track ;  that  in  one  A.  uses  an  axe,  and  in  the  other 
A.  uses  an  iron  bar ;  that  in  one  A.  breaks  down  a  door,  and 
in  the  other  A.  enlarges  a  circular  hole ;  that  in  one  B.  is 
conscious  and  is  fastened  to  the  rails  by  a  rope,  and  in  the 
other  B.  is  insensible  and  is  not  fastened ;  and  that  in  one 
there  is  a  good  deal  of  dialogue  during  the  scene,  and  in  the 
other  only  a  soliloquy  by  A.  and  no  dialogue.  But  the  two 
scenes  are  identical  in  substance  as  written  dramatic  compo- 
sitions in  the  particulars  in  which  the  plaintiff  alleges  that 
what  he  has  invented  and  set  in  order  in  the  scene  has  been 
appropriated  by  Boucicault. 

Nor  is  this  a  case  of  first  impression.  An  arrangement  of 
musical  notes,  forming  a  tune  or  air,  is  a  musical  composi- 
tion, and  the  author  who  has  invented  it  and  set  it  in  order 
and  copyrighted  it,  is  entitled  to  protection.  The  extent  of 
that  protection  has  been  the  subject  of  judicial  interpretation. 
In  the  case  of  IPAlmaine  argt.  Boosey  (1  Young  dk  Collyev's 
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Exch,  jR.  288),  the  plaintiffs,  proprietors  of  the  copyright  of 
an  opera  of  Auber's,  and  also  of  another  copyright  of  the 
overture  of  the  same  opera,  and  also  of  another  copyright 
of  the  airs  of  the  same  opera,  filed  a  bill  in  equity  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  infringing  such  copyright.  The  defend- 
ant had  published  several  of  the  airs  with  some  alterations, 
in  the  shape  of  quadrilles  and  waltzes.  It  was  claimed  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  that  his  work  was  merely  an  adap- 
tation of  the  original,  and  therefore,  not  a  piracy.  But  the 
court  (Lord  Chief  Baron  Lyndhurst)  held,  that  if  the  defend- 
ant had  published  the  original  air,  though  with  adaptations 
and  harmonies,  or  for  different  instruments,  it  was  a  piracy, 
and  that  it  was  not  like  the  case  of  an  abridgement  of  a  book 
where  the  purpose  of  the  abridgement  was  distinct  from  that 
of  the  work  from  which  it  was  taken. 

On  this  subject  the  court  says :  "  It  is  admitted  that  the 
defendant  has  published  portions  of  the  opera  containing  the 
melodious  parts  of  it;  that  he  has  also  published  entire  airs; 
and  that  in  one  of  his  waltzes  he  has  introduced  seventeen 
bars  in  succession,  containing  the  whole  of  the  original  air, 
although  he  adds  fifteen  other  bars  which  are  not  to  be  found  in 
it.  Now,  it  is  said,  that  this  is  not  a  piracy — first,  because 
the  whole  of  each  air  has  not  been  taken ;  and,  secondly, 
because  what  the  plaintiffs  purchased  was  the  entire  opera, 
and  the  opera  consists  not  merely  of  certain  airs  and  melo- 
dies, but  of  the  whole  score.  But,  in  the  first  place,  piracy 
may  be  of  part  of  an  air,  as  well  as  of  the  whole ;  and  in  the 
second  place,  admitting  that  the  opera  consists  of  the  whole 
score,  yet  if  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  whole,  afoitiorij 
they  were  entitled  to  publish  the  melodies  which  form  a 
part.  Again,  it  is  said,  that  the  present  publication  is  adap- 
ted for  dancing  only,  and  that  one  degree  of  art  is  needed 
for  the  purpose  of  so  adapting  it,  and  that  but  a  small  part 
of  the  merit  belongs  to  the  original  composer.  That  is  a 
nice  question.  It  is  a  nice  question  what  shall  be  deemed 
such  a  modification  of  an  original  work  as  shall  absorb  the 
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merit  of  the  original  in  the  new  composition.  No  doubt 
such  a  modification  may  be  allowed  in  some  cases,  as  in  that 
of  an  abridgement  or  a  digest.  Such  publications  are  in  their 
nature  original.  Their  compiler  intends  to  make  of  them  a 
new  use;  not  that  which  the  author  proposed  to  make. 
Digests  are  of  great  use  to  practical  men,  though  not  so, 
comparatively  speaking,  to  students.  The  same  may  be  said 
of  an  abridgement  of  any  study ;  but  it  must  be  a  bona  Jide 
abridgement,  because  if  it  contains  many  chapters  of  the  orig- 
inal work,  or  such  as  made  that  work  most  saleable,  the 
maker  of  the  abridgemeut  commits  a  piracy.  Now,  it  will 
be  said,  that  one  author  may  treat  the  subject  very  differently 
from  another  who  wrote  before  bim.  That  observation  is 
true  in  many  cases.  A  man  may  write  upon  morals  in  a 
manner  quite  distinct  from  that  of  others  who  preceded  him; 
but  the  subject  of  music  is  to  be  regarded  upon  very  differ- 
ent principles.  It  is  the  air  or  melody  which  is  the  inven- 
tion of  the  author,  and  which  may,  in  such  case,  be  the  sub- 
ject of  piracy ;  and  you  commit  a  piracy  if,  by  taking  not  a 
single  bar  but  several^  you  incorporate  in  the  new  work  that 
in  which  the  whole  meritorious  part  of  the  invention  con- 
sists. ♦  •  Now,  it  appears  to  me,  that  if  you  take  from 
the  composition  of  an  author  all  those  bars  consecutively, 
which  form  the  entire  air  or  melody,  without  any  material 
alteration,  it  is  a  piracy;  though,  on  the  other  hand,  you  might 
take  them  in  a  different  order,^  or  broken  by  the  intersection 
of  others,  like  words,  in  such  a  manner  as  should  not  be  a 
piracy.  It  must  depend  on  whether  the  air  taken  is  sub- 
stantially the  same  with  the  original.  Now  the  most  unlet- 
tered in  music  can  distinguish  one  song  from  another,  and 
the  mere  adaptation  of  the  air,  either  by  changing  it  to  a 
dance  or  by  transferring  it  from  one  instrument  to  another, 
does  not,  even  to  common  apprehensions,  alter  the  original 
subject.  The  ear  tells  jou  that  it  is  the  same.  The  original 
li,ir  requires  the  aid  of  genius  for  its  construction,  but  a  mere 
^lechanic  in  music  can  make  the  adaptation  or  accompani- 


NEW  TOBK  PRACTICE  BEFOBTS.  219 

Dal/  agt  Palmer. 

ment.  Substantially,  the  piracy  is^  where  the  appropriated 
music,  though  adapted  to  a  different  purpose  from  that  of  the 
original,  may  still  be  recognized  by  the  ear.  The  adding 
variations  makes  no  diilerence  in  the  principle.^  An  injunc- 
tion was  granted. 

The  views  of  Lord  Ltndhukst  in  that  case  were  cited  and 
approved  by  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  in  this  court,  in  the  case 
of  JoUie  agt.  Jaques  (1  Blatchf,  C.  C.  R  618,  625).  They 
are  eminently  sound  and  just,  and  are  applicable  to  the  case 
of  a  dramatic  composition  designed  for  public  representation. 
Such  a  composition  when  represented  excites  emotions  and 
imparts  impressions  not  merely  through  the  medium  of  the 
ear  as  music  does,  but  through  the  medium  of  the  eye  as 
well  as  the  ear.  Movement,  gesture  and  facial  expression, 
which  address  the  eye  only,  are  as  much  a  part  of  the  dra- 
matic composition  as  is  the  spoken  language,  which  addresses 
the  ear  only ;  and  that  part  of  the  written  composition  which 
gives  direction  for  the  movement  and  gesture  is  as  much  a 
part  of  the  composition  and  protected  by  the  copyright,  as 
is  the  language  prescribed  to  be  uttered  by  the  characters. 
And  this  is  entirely  irrespective  of  the  set  of  the  stage,  or  of 
the  machinery  or  mechanical  appliances,  or  of  what  is  called 
in  the  language  of  the  stage,  scenery,  or  the  work  of  the 
scene  painter. 

Now,  in  consonance  with  the  princples  laid  down  by  Lord 
.  Lyndhukst,  the  plaintiff  is  as  much  entitled  to  protection  in 
respect  of  a  substantial  and  material  original  part  of  his  ^'  rail- 
road scene,"  as  he  is  in  respect  of  the  whole.  Under  the  act 
of  1856,  construed  in  connection  with  the  act  of  1831,  he  is 
entitled  to  be  protected  against  piracy  in  whole  or  in  part, 
by  representation  as  well  as  by  printing,  publishing  and  vend-  • 
ing.  Although  the  act  of  1831,  in  regard  to  printing,  pub- 
lishing and  vending,  uses  the  words  ^'  in  whole  or  in  part,^ 
and  the  act  of  1856,  in  regard  to  representing,  does  not  use 
those  words,  yet  the  act  of  1856,  by  referring,  as  it  does,  to 
the  right  conferred  by  the  act  of  1831  as  the  '^  sole  right  to 


220       ^^^  TOBE  PRACnCE  BEPOBTSw 

Daly  agt  Palmer. 

print  and  publish"  the  copyrighted  composition,  when  such 
right  is  on  the  face  of  the  act  of  1831,  the  sole  right  to  print 
and  publish  "  in  whole  or  in  part,"  and  by  .then  conferring 
'*the  sole  right  also  to  act, perform  or  represent  the  8ame,or  cause 
it  to  be  acted,  performed  or  represented  on  any  stage  or  pub- 
lic place,"  must  be  held  to  confer  the  right  to  represent  in 
whole  or  in  part.  All  that  is  substantial  and  material  in  the 
plaintiflTs  "  railroad  scene,"  has  been  used  by  Boucicault,  in 
the  same  order  and  sequence  of  events,  and  in  a  manner  to 
convey  the  sensations  and  impressions  to  those  who  see  it 
represented,  as  in  the  plain tiflfs  play.  Boucicalt  has  indeed 
adopted  the  plaintiflfs  series  of  events  to  the  story  of  his  play, 
and  in  doing  so  has  evinced  skill  and  art,  but  the  same  use 
is  made  in  both  plays  of  the  same  series  of  events  to  excite^ 
by  representation,  the  same  emotions  in  the  same  sequence. 
There  is  no  new  use,  in  the  sense  of  the  law,  in  Boucicault's 
play,  of  what  is  found  in  the  plaintiff's  *^  railroad  scene." 
The  "railroad  scene"  in  Boucicault's  play,  contains  every- 
thing which  makes  the  "railroad  scene"  in  the  plaintiff's 
play  attractive  as  a  representation  on  the  stage. 

As,  in  the  case  of  the  musical  composition,  the  air  is  the 
invention  of  the  author,  and  a  piracy  is  committed  if  that  in 
which  the  whole  meritorious  part  of  the  invention  consists 
is  incorporated  in  another  work,  without  any  material  alter- 
ation in  sequence  of  bars,  so  in  the  case  of  the  dramatic  com- 
position, designed  or  suited  for  representation,  the  series  of  • 
events  directed  in  writing  by  the  author  in  any  particular 
scene  is  his  invention,  and  a  piracy  is  committed  if  that  in 
which  the  whole  merit  of  the  scene  consists  is  incorporated 
in  another  work,  without  any  material  alteration  in  the  con- 
stituent parts  of  the  series  of  events,  or  in  the  sequence  of 
the  events  in  the  series.  The  adaptation  of  such  series  of 
events  to  different  characters  who  use  different  language  from 
the  characters  and  language  in  the  first  play,  is  like  the  adap- 
tation of  the  musical  air  to  a  different  instrument,  or  the 
addition  to  it  of  variations  or  of  an  accompaniment.    The 
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origiDal  subject  of  invention — ^that  which  required  genius  to 
construct  it  and  set  it  in  order — remains  the  same  in  the 
adaptation.  A.  mere  mechanic  in  dramatic  composition  can 
make  such  adaptation,  and  it  is  a  piracy  if  the  appropriated 
series  of  events  when  represented  on  the  stage,  although  per- 
formed by  new  and  different  characters  using  different  lang- 
uage, is  recognized  by  the  spectator  through  any  of  the 
senses  to  which  the  representation  is  addressed,  as  conveying 
substantially  the  same  impressions  to,  and  exciting  the  same 
emotions  in,  the  mind,  in  the  same  sequence  or  order. 

Tested  by  these  principles,  the  ^^  railroad  scc^ne  ^  in  Bou- 
cicault's  play  is  undoubtedly,  when  acted,  performed  or  rep- 
resented on  a  stage  or  public  place,  an  invasion  and  infringe- 
ment of  the  copyright  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  "railroad  scene ^ 
in  his  play.  The  substantial  identity  between  the  two  scenes 
would  naturally  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  latter  one 
had  been  adapted  from  the  earlier  one.  The  charge  of  actual 
plagiarism  on  the  part  of  Boucicault  made  in  the  bill  is  not 
denied.  It  is  hardly  possible  that  the  Resemblances  are  acci- 
dental, and  that  the  differences  are  not  merely  colorable,  with 
a  view  to  disguise  the  plagiarism. 

The  true  test  as  to  whether  there  is  piracy  or  not  is 
to  ascertain  whether  there  is  a  servile  or  evasive  imi- 
tation of  the  plaintiff's  work,  or  whether  there  is  a  bona 
jide  original  compilation  made  up  from  common  materials 
and  common  sources,  with  resemblances  which  are  merely 
accidental,  or  result  from  the  nature  of  the  subject.  (Emer" 
son  agt.  JDavieSj  3  Ston/j  768,  793.)  Nothing  that  has  been 
adduced  on  the  part  of  the  defendant's  affects  the  validity  of 
the  plaintiff's  copyright  on  the  question  of  the  originality 
and  novelty  of  the  "railroad  scene"  in  his  play.  The  sale 
of  Boucicault's  play  to  other  persons,  with  a  view  to  its 
public  representation,  makes  the  seller  a  participant  in  caus- 
ing the  play  to  be  publicly  represented.  An  injunction 
must  therefore,  issue  restraining  the  defendants'  from  the 
public  performance  or  representation,  and  from  the  sale  for 
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public  performance  or  representation  of  the  ^^  railroad  scene'' 
in  the  play  of  "After  Dark,^  or  of  any  scene  in  tabstanee 
the  same  as  the  "  railroad  scene''  in  either  of  the  two  plays, 
as  such  scene  is  herein  defined. 


N.  T*  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Henry  D.  Palmer  agt.  Robert  M.  DBwrrr, 

The  author  of  att  iinpnblUhed  manmeript  haa  at  eomnKm  law  an  ezclosiTe  right  of 
property  therein,  the  violation  of  which  may  be  jnetly  ppotected  by  injunction. 

Bat  this  ezclnsive  right  pertains  only  to  the  nnpnblished  manoscript,  without  copy- 
right proteotioii.  After  unrestricted  publkaiion  to  the  world,  neither  the  author 
nor  his  assignee,  whether  a  foreign  or  domestic  writer,  can  assert  an  exciosive 
right  to  property  in  the  fhture  use  and  publication  of  the  composition.. 

IThrestricted  representation  upon  the  stage  is  a  pablicatCon ;  and  if  speotators  oan7 
away  in  their  memory  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  play,  they  cannot  be  restrained 
by  injunction  from  printing  it. 

Special  Termy  December^  1868. 

Before  Garvin,  Justice. 

This  is  a  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction  restraining  the 
defendant  from  printing  and  selling  printed  copies  of  a  com- 
edy called  "  Play,"  of  which  the  plaintiff  claims  to  be  the 
proprietor,  by  virtue  of  an  assignment  from  the  author.  The 
motion  is  made  upon  the  com  plaint  and  answer.  It  is  alleged 
in  the  complaint,  "  that  prior  to  the  firat  of  February,  1868, 
one  T.  W.  Robertson,  of  London,  England,  an  eminent  author, 
was  the  composer  of  a  comedy  called  "  Play,'*  and  assigned 
to  the  plaintiff  the  exclusive  right  of  enacting,  representing 
upon  the  stage,  printing  and  publishing,  or  causing,  licens- 
ing or  permitting  to  be  enacted,  performed,  represented  or 
produced  upon  the  stage  throughout  the  United  States,  in 
and  to  the  said  comedy,  together  with  all  the  author's  rights 
and  privileges  therein  and  thereto  throughout  the  United 
States,  and  all  benefits  and  advantages  to  be  derived  there- 
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from.^  That  at  the  time  of  such  assignment,  purchase  and 
ffeXe,  the  said  Robertson  had  a  great  reputation  as  a  dramatic 
author,  having  produced  some  of  the  finest  comedies  intro- 
duced on  the  modem  stage,  among  them  the  comedies  of 
"  Cfaste,''  "  Ours,^  and  *^  Society,'*  had  been  eminently  suc- 
cessful. It  is  also  alleged  that  any  new  comedy  from  such 
an  author  was  of  very  great  value  to  the  exclusive  proprietor 
thereof,  and  the  plaintiff,  in  the  purchase  of  the  comedy  of 
"Play,''  anticipated  great  pecuniary  advantage  from  and  by 
reason  of  the  celebrity  and  popularity  of  its  author.  And 
iherplaintiff  avers  that  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  "Play,'' 
on  Ist  of  Pebrurry,  1868,  the  said  comedy  was  an  unpublished 
composition,  adapted  and  designed  for  scenic  representation, 
and  was  of  great  literary  and  dramatic  merit ;  that  it  had 
never  been  at  that  time,  nor  has  been  since,  printed  or  pub- 
lished in  print  by  the  plaintiff  or  its  author,  or  by  any  one 
under  his  sanction,  permission  or  consent,  or  that  of  either 
of  them,  and  at  that  time  had  never  been  represented  upon 
any  stage ;  that  its  first  performance  upon  any  stage  was  on 
the  16th  of  February,  1868,  in  the  city  of  London,  at  the 
Prince  of  Wales  theatre,  and  under  the  sanction  of  the  author, 
but  that  the  author  did  not  thereby  confer  upon  or  abandon 
to  the  defendant,  or  to  any  other  person,  the  right  or  priv- 
ilege of  printing  his  comedy  or  otherv^rise  interfering  with 
his  right  of  property  therein ;  that  the  plaintiff,  nor  the 
author,  has  never  consented  to  the  printing  and  publishing, 
or  sale  thereof;  that  on  or  about  the  10th  of  February,  plain- 
tiff received  a  full  and  complete  manuscript  copy  of  the  said 
comedy,  and  still  owns  the  same,  and  keeps  it  unprinted  and 
unpublished,  and  is  now  engaged  in  licensing  the  right  to 
perform  and  enact  the  same ;  that  on  the  18th  of  February, 
1868.  he  published  in  the  New  York  Herald  a  notice  of  his 
right  of  ownership  in  said  play,  and  had  the  same  repeated 
in  said  newspaper  tri- weekly  during  the  months  of  February 
and  March ;  that  about  the  25th  of  March,  1868,  the  defend- 
tat|  who  is  a  publisher  in  the  city  of  New  York,  without  the 
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knowledge  or  consent  of  the  plaintiff^  and  in  willful  disregard 
of  his  rights  as  proprietor  of  said  play,  did  print^  publish  and 
sell  printed  copies  of  the  said  play,  and  still  continues  so  to 
do,  to  the  plaintiiTs  damage ;  and  the  plaintiff  alleges  that 
copies  of  the  play  so  printed  and  sold  are  identical  with  the 
comedy  purchased  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  author  that  the 
plaintiff  is  liable  to  sustain  irreparable  injury  by  reason  of 
the  facility  which  defendant  has  afforded  to  managers  and 
actors  to  produce  said  comedy  by  means  of  such  printed 
copies. 

The  answer  denies  the  plaintiil's  proprietorship,  and  any 
willful  intention  to  injure  the  plaintiff;  claims  that  the  play 
was  publicly  represented  upon  the  stage  in  London  a  great 
number  of  times,  and  that  the  defendant  obtained  the  play 
from  those  who  saw  and  heard  the  representation  as  specta- 
tors, and  that  there  was  no  prohibition  in  the  theatres  where 
the  same  was  heard,  nor  upon  the  tickets  of  entry,  against 
carrying  away  the  same  in  the  memory  by  those  who  saw 
and  heard  it. 

Mr.  Warren,  of  counselj  for  defendant. 
Mr.  Booth,  of  counsel^  for  plaintiff . 

Garvin,  J.  The  plaintiff  in  this  action  claims  to  be  the 
assignee,  purchaser  and  sole  and  exclusive  owner  and  pro- 
prietor throughout  the  United  States  of  a  comedy  written 
by  T.  W.  Bobertson,  an  eminent  English  dramatic  author, 
entitled  '^  Play."  The  plaintiff  purchased  the  comedy  on  or 
about  the  first  of  February,  1868,  and  received  the  copy  of 
said  play  in  manuscript  on  or  about  the  tenth  of  February, 
and  alleges  the  same  has  never  been  printed  or  published 
with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff  or  the  author. 

It  was  represented  for  the^r^^  time  on  the  stage  in  Lon- 
don, at  the  Prince  of  Wales'  theatre,  on  the  15th  of  Febru- 
ary, 1868.  That  during  the  latter  part  of  February  and  the 
whole  of  March,  the  plaintiff  had  a  notice  published  in  the 
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New  York  Herald  tri-weekly,  of  his  right  of  ownership  in 
the  play.  The  defendant  on  the  25th  of  March,  in  willful 
disregard  of  the  rights  of  plaintiff  and  without  his  consent, 
published  and  sold  identical  copies  of  ^^  Play/'  thus  owned 
by  the  plaintiff  to  his  great  damage  and  irreparable  injury, 
and  depriving  him  of  all  advantages  and  profits  to  be  made 
thereby. 

It  is  not  pretended  that  either  the  plaintiff  or  the  author 
had  an  American  copyright  in  the  comedy  in  question ; 
neither  could  either  have  such  a  right — a  foreign  copjrright 
would  not  avail  the  plaintiff  here.  There  can  be  no  copy- 
right in  a  published  work  at  common  law ;  copjrright  exists 
only  by  statute  Wheaion  agt.  Peters  (8  Peters^  499).  The 
plaintiff  must,  therefore,  stand  upon  his  common  law  right 
of  literary  property  in  "  Play,''  as  the  assignee  of  the  author 
to  its  exclusive  proprietorship  in  the  United  States,  with  the 
right  to  enforce  it  as  against  others  who  claim  to  publish  and 
circulate  for  their  own  profit  and  advantage.  Two  princi- 
ples are  well  settled  upon  authority : 

First.  The  author  of  an  unpublished  manuscript  has  in  it 
at  common  law  an  exclusive  right  of  property;  the  violation 
of  uihich  may  justly  be  protected  by  injunction.  This  is  the 
language  of  the  text  writers,  and  the  decisions  upon  the 
subject  are  uniform  and  clear.  (8  PeterSy  U.  S.  R  499;  4 
Duer,  S.  C.  R  385.) 

Second,  This  exclusive  right  pertains  only  to  the  unpub- 
lished manuscript,  without  copyright  protection,  but  after 
unrestricted  publication  to  the  world ;  neither  the  author 
nor  his  assignee,  whether  a  foreign  or  domestic  writer,  can 
assert  an  exclusive  right  to  property  in  the  future  use,  and 
publication  of  the  composition.  The  important  question  in 
this  case  is,  whether  there  was  a  publication  or  communica- 
tion of  the  comedy  by  the  author,  or  his  assignee.  Every 
communication,  says  Cadwalader,  in  Kean  agt.  Clarhf  of  a 
knowledge  of  the  contents  unless  restricted  of  a  manuscript, 
IS  more  or  less  a  publication.  And  this  able  judge  further 
Vol.  XXXVI.  1& 
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■ays,  ^^an  net  which  renders  the  contents  of  a  manuscript  in 
any  mode  or  degree  an  addition  to  the  store  of  hmnan  knowl* 
edge,  is  a  publication."  It  has  been  expressly  held  by  this 
court  in  Keene  agt.  Clarky  that  at  common  law  ^^  the  author 
or  proprietor  of  an  uncopyrighted  literary  composition  parts 
witii  the  right  to  the  exclusive  use  and  enjoyment  of  its  con- 
tents by  cammuniccUing  them  to  others,"  without  some  con- 
comitant reservation  expressed  or  implied  from  the  circum- 
stances. This  is  holding,  in  other  words,  that  an  author  has 
no  exclusive  property  in  ApubiMed  work,  or  one  communi- 
cated to  the  public,  except  under  some  statute.  {Wheaian 
agt.  Peters;  BartlettBgL  Crittenden;  6McLean%  0.  C.  R. 
82.) 

The  only  question,  therefore,  is  liiat  of  ptMieaiian.  As 
this  question  is  presented,  the  fact  of  foreign  authorship  can 
make  no  difference.  There  being  no  copyright  interest, 
plaintiff's  case  must  rest  upon  his  common  law  rights.  After 
publication  his  exclusive  right  ceases  to  exist. 

Such  publication  may  be  either  by  words,  by  writing, 
printing  in  newspapers,  magazines,  or  by  lectures,  sermons 
(oral  or  written),  or  by  dramatic  represenation.  If,  in  any 
of  these  modes,  the  public  become  possessed  of  the  contents 
of  a  manuscript,  without  restrictions  express  or  implied,  it 
must  be  regarded  as  such  a  publication  as  divests  the  author 
of  an  exclusive  property  in  the  work,  whatever  it  may  be.  It 
is  averred  in  the  complaint  that  the  comedy  in  question  was 
represented  on  the  stage  on  or  about  the  15th  of  February, 
1868,  in  London.  This  one  fact  brings  the  case  clearly 
within  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  heretofore  referred  to 
in  this  court  Doubtless,  there  was  a  series  of  representa- 
tions of  the  play.  There  is  no  pretence  of  any  restriction 
upon  its  use  by  those  who  witnessed  the  representation ;  a 
dramatic  representation  is  publication  or  communication  of 
the  contents.  If  this  is  not  a  publication,  cop3rright  would 
be  worthless,  compared  with  the  common  law  property  in, 
and  perpetual  right  to,  exclusive  representation  of  any  pro- 
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duct  of  the  author.  The  fint  w  limited  to  a  few  years  the 
latter  would  be  perpetual ;  copyright  is  confined  to  the  citi- 
zen and  resident — ^the  other  applies  to  all.  There  is  no  val- 
uable exclusive  right  in  the  works  of  a  foreign  author  that 
can  be  enforced,  net  even  in  their  re-publication^  though  by 
the  custom  of  trade  other  publishers  refrain  from  publishing 
rival  editions  thereof* 

The  plaintiff  avers  a  representation  on  the  stage  in  Lon- 
don, and  the  defendant  insists  in  his  answer  that  ^^  Play  ^ 
was  pubUcly  represented  upon  the  stage,  in  London  a  great 
number  of  times,  and  that  the  defendant  obtained  it  from 
those  who  saiw  and  beard  the  representation  as  spectators, 
and  that  there  was  no  prohibition  in  the  theatre  where  the 
same  was  heard,  nor  upon  the  tickets  of  entry,  agninst  car- 
rying it  away  in  the  memory.  The  defendant  also  denies 
any  wilful  intention  to  injure  the  plaintiC  We  must,  there- 
fore, assume  the  defendant  possessed  himself  of  ^^  Flayy"  by 
means  not  unlawjul  in  th^nsdlves,  through  those  who  saw 
and  beard  it  represented  in  London,  and  published  it  in  this 
country.  If  the  defendant  had  obtained  a  copy  from  a 
printed  book,  magazine  or  newspaper,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
of  his  legal  right  to  multiply  copies  and  sell  them  to  the  pub- 
lic How  can  i^ere  be  aoy  doubt  of  the  same  right  in  oases 
where  he  obtaiDA  the  contents  from  those  who  learn  and 
carry  away  in  memory  a  comedy  or  play  from  seeing  and 
hearing  its  unresiricted  and  unconditional  representation  upon 
the  stage  t  All  our  national  legislation,  as  well  as  that  pro- 
posed for  the  benefit  of  foreign  authors,  proceeds  upon  the 
conceded  principle  that  the  work  of  a  foreign.author  brought 
here  may  be  appropriated  by  any  person  without  any  com- 
pensation whatever  being  made  to  the  author.  This  was 
conceded  by  the  committee  of  the  senate  in  the  report  made 
in  1837,  by  its  distinguished  chairman,  Mr.  Clay,  where  an 
attempt  was  made  to  confer  the  benefits  of  our  laws  upon 
British  and  French  authors.  A  bill  accompanied  the  report 
which  failed.     The  enactments  of  congress,  passed  in  1831, 
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declare  in  effect  that  the  only  persons  entitled  to  copyright, 
shall  be  such  authors  as  are  citizens  and  residents,  and  their 
assignees,  ^^  and  if  the  assignee  takes  his  title  before  the 
author  has  come  to  reside,  he  takes  from  a  person  who  is  not 
within  the  privilege  of  the  statute,  and  has  nothing  to  con- 
fer." {Curtis  an  Copyright^  143.)  The  ninth  section  of  the 
same  act  prohibits  the  publication  of  manuscripts  without 
consent,  and  authorizes  the  courts  by  injunction  to  restrain 
such  publication  of  any  manuscript ;  but  the  eighth  section 
expressly  excludes  that  section  from  any  application  to  works 
written  or  composed  by  any  person  not  a  citizen  nor  resident 
of  the  United  States ;  thus  recognizing  the  principle  in  this 
country  that  when  the  foreign  author  communicates,  with- 
out restrictions,  the  contents  of  his  manuscript  or  work  to 
others,  he  divests  himself  of  his  exclusive  property  in  it.  In 
other  words  ^^  the  statute  has  taken  away  the  common  law 
rights  derivable  from  a  non-resident  alien  as  soon  as  the  work 
is  published.''     {Curtis  an  Copyright^  143.) 

All  the  title  the  assignee  can  have  is  the  common  law  title 
to  an  unpublished  manuscript,  but  in  one  lawfully  made 
public  he  has  no  other  title  than  such  as  the  author  possessed 
after  publication.  The  main  question  in  this  case  was  sub- 
stantially decided  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Keene  agt. 
Clark  (5  Bohertsan^  38) ;  there  it  was  expressly  held,  "where 
the  spectators  of  a  public  performance  have  not  entered  iuto 
some  express  or  implied  understanding  with  its  proprietor, 
limiting  the  use  they  may  make  of  the  knowledge  derived  from 
being  present  at  such  performance,  they  cannot  be  restrained 
as  to  the  use  by  them  of  so  much  of  it  as  they  can  retain  and 
carry  away  in  their  memory.'' 

I  do  not  see  how  this  case  can  be  distinguished  in  princi- 
ple from  that  rule  thus  laid  down. 

The  plaintiff  has  failed  to  make  a  case  for  the  interference 
of  the  court  by  mj unction.  Courts  must  administer  the  law 
as  they  find  it.  This  may  be  a  case  of  great  hardship  for  the 
plaintiff,  but  the  remedy  is  to  be  found  in  national  legisla- 
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tion.  The  same  difficulty  exists  in  relation  to  the  re-publi- 
cation of  the  uncopjrighted  works  of  those  who  have  enriched 
the  world  by  their  contributions  to  the  literature  of  the 
republic  of  letters,  as  well  as  to  those  who  publish  editions  of 
foreign  authors ;  yet  these  defects  in  the  legislation  of  the 
country  have  continued  for  many  years.  In  the  absence  of 
any  international  law  of  copyright  it  is  difficult  to  see  how 
foreign  authors,  their  assignees,  or  publishers  of  foreign  liter- 
ature can  be  protected. 

The  injunction  order  in  this  case  must  be  dissolved  with 
$10  costs. 
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RENSSELAER  COUNTY  COURT 
MiLO  Daioels  agt  Edwin  F.  loaEBS. 

A  futHee  of  appeal  fimn  a  jwtioe'a  jndgnent  may  praptri^  b€  terved  on.  the  rMpondent 
penonaUyf  although  such  service  Is  made  at  the  residence  of  the  latter,  which  is  in 
another  coufUy  from  that  in  which  the  justice,  the  appellant  and  the  attomays  for 
both  parties  reside,  and  where  the  jadgment  was  rendered. 

Sarvioe  personally  in  snch  cases,  may  be  made  npon  the  party  any  where,  either  im 
or  ont  of  the  county  where  the  justice  resides. 

October  Term^  1868. 

Motion  to  dismiss  appeal  On  the  24th  day  of  July^  1868, 
Daniels  recovered  a  judgment  against  Rogers  for  $29.50  dam- 
ages and  $11.73  costs,  in  the  justices'  court,  from  which 
judgment  Rogers  on  the  7th  day  of  August,  1868,  appealed 
to  this  court  on  questions  of  law  only;  which  appeal  and  all 
proceedings  thereon,  Daniels  moved  this  court  at  this  term 
to  dismiss  and  set  aside.  Notice  of  the  motion  was  given  by 
and  in  the  name  of  B.  C*  Strait,  attorney  of  Daniels,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  motion  only,  by  whom  it  was  on  the  19th 
day  of  October,  1868,  served  on  Duncan  McFarland,  the 
attorney  for  Rogers  on  the  appeal. 

It  appeared  by  the  papers  on  the  motion,  that  Strait 
appeared  for  Daniels  and  MacFarland  appeared  for  Rogers, 
before  the  justice ;  that  the  place  of  residence  of  Strait, 
MacFarland  and  the  justice,  was  at  Nassau  in  the  county  of 
Rensselaer ;  that  the  place  of  ressdence  of  Daniels  at  the  time 
of  the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal  on  him,  was  at  New 
Lebanon,  Columbia  county,  where  said  notice  was  served  on 
him  personally,  and  not  on  his  attorney  or  agent,  who  tried 
the  cause,  and  resided  in  the  county  of  Rensselaer;  on  which 
account  he  asks  to  have  the  service,  appeal  and  proceedings 
thereon,  dismissed  and  set  aside  as  irregular  and  void,  as  they 
were  claimed  to  be  by  him.    That  at  the  time  of  service 
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thereof^  Rogers'  attorney  was  ignorant  of  the  location  of  the 
line  dividing  the  counties  of  Rensselaer  and  Columbia,  and 
of  the  residence  of  Daniels  in  the  last  mentioned  county ;  and 
that  the  notice  so  served  was  retained  by  Daniels  and  his 
attorney,  without  dissatisfiiction  expressed  or  objection  made 
or  return  offered  by  either  of  them  or  any  knowledge  of  the 
same  by  Rogers,  or  his  attorney  ,  prior  to  the  s^rice  of  the 
notice  of  motion  by  the  former  on  the  latter,  whose  appeal 
is  bonajick, 

R.  A.  Pabhbnteb  a$id  B.  C.  STRAXTfJor  Daniels. 
£.  Smith  Stbatt  and  D.  MacFahlamd,  for  Sogers. 

J.  RoMETN,  County  Judge.  I  think  the  motion  should 
be  denied ;  and  this  because : 

1.  The  notice  of  appeal  was  well  served  whether  Daniels 
was  a  resident  or  not  resident  of  the  county  oi  Renssehier ;  the 
provisions  of  the  Code  respecting  it,  divested  of  superfluous 
verbiage  seeming  to  authorize  it.     (Cocfe,  %%  368,  354.) 

2.  If  a  service  of  it  on  his  attorney  or  agent  were  neces- 
sary, it  may  well  be  inferred  from  his  possession  and  use  of 
it,  which  were  confessedly  delivered,  directed  to  him,  by 
Daniels,  within  tlie  period  allowed  by  law,  for  the  service 
of  it  on  him  or  them. 

3.  The  reception  from  Rogers  of  the  notice  by  Daniels 
and  its  retention  by  him  or  his  attorney,  without  dissatisfaction 
expressed  or  objection  made  thereto,  by  him  or  his  attorney 
to  whom  it  had  by  him,  been  delivered*  until  the  service  of 
the  moving  papers  for  this .  motion  on  Rogers'  attorney,  and 
until  the  expiration  of  Rogers'  time  to  appeal,  of  which, 
when  service  was  made  on  Daniels  there  remained  seven 
days  in  which  service  might  have  been  made,  by  Rogers  or 
his  attorney,  on  Daniels  or  his  attorney  or  agent,  but  by 
which  laches  of  the  latter  the  former  was  prevented  from 
doing,  operated  as  a  waiver  of  any  defect  therein,  or  objec- 
tion thereto,  by  or  on  the  part  of  Daniels,     Five  or  six  days 
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has  been  held  to  effect  a  waiver  in  such  cases.  {Wright  agt, 
Forbes,  1  Hato.  240 ;  Knickerbocker  agt.  Loticksj  3  Hotc.  64 ; 
SiiUman  agt.  WhUneyy  1  How.  243 ;  Van  Wyck  agt.  Hardy^ 
20  flbu;.  222-4.) 

In  analogy  to  service  on  an  attorney  which,  when  that  is 
proper,  may  be  made  at  any  pkce  at  home  or  abroad,  or  in 
or  out  of  his  office,  so  service  on  a  party  when  that  is  allowed 
may  be  made  at  any  place,  at  home  or  abroad,  or  in  or  out  of 
the  county  in  which  the  justice  resides,  or  the  judgment  of 
the  justice  was  rendered.     (1  Dunlap  Pr.  320-^.) 

The  fact  of  the  residence  of  Daniels  in  Columbia  county, 
who  seemed  to  have  sued  as  a  resident  of  Rensseker,  was 
concealed  by  him  from  Rogers,  who  was  unadvised  of  his 
residence  in  Columbia  county. 

4.  The  residence  of  Daniels  and  his  attorney  being  adja- 
cent to  that  of  Rogers  and  the  justice,  and  the  object  of  the 
notice  being  to  apprize  Daniels  of  a  proceeding  affecting  a^ 
suit,  in  which  he  was  a  party,  and  service  of  it  on  him  being 
at  least  as  advantageous  to  him  as  service  on  the  attorney  or 
agent,  who  appeared  for  him  before  the  justice,  he  could  not 
have  been  misled  or  prejudiced  thereby ;  such  service  if  not 
within  the  letter  being  as  much  within  the  reason  as  if 
within  the  letter.     (2  JKB,  414;  31  N.  T.  It.  291.) 

5.  If  Rogers'  proceedings  are  void,  as  they  are  claimed  to 
be  by  Daniels,  granting  the  motion,  while  it  will  be  unneces 
sary  for  the  protection  of  Daniels,  may  be  destructive  to  the 
redress  of  Rogers  (1  Code  Bep.  290.) 

Motion  denied  with  $10  costs. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
The  Manhattan  Gaslight  Company  agt.  Jambs  Bareeb. 

An  individual  citizen  cannot  maintain  an  action  to  restrain  another  individnal  by 
ii^anctiou  from  an  act  alleged  to  be  a  public  nuitcnfie  where  he  safiers  injury  only 
in  eommon  with  other  citixena. 

Nor  can  eoch  an  action  be  snetained  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  the  nsurpation 
of  a  franchise  detrimental  to  all  the  people  of  the  state,  to  wit :  the  filling  up  of  a 
navigable  riTer  or  pnblie  highway. 

It  cannot  be  inferred  from  the  mere  foot  of  proximity  that  the  owner  of  land  adjoin- 
ing a  public  highway  or  fronting  on  a  river,  which  is  a  public  highway,  has  some 
interest  therein  merely  by  reason  of  his  proximity. 

The  doctrine  is  well  setted  t^at  for  a  public  nuitance  the  government  atone  can  pros* 
ecnte ;  and  that  ihoee  who  do  not  suffer  by  a  violation  of  law  otherwise  than  as  a 
member  of  the  community  cannot  maintam  a  remedial  action. 

If  a  public  nuisance  work  a  private  injury  to  a  person,  that  person  may  have  a  rem- 
edy by  private  action  for  damages,  and  in  a  proper  case,  may  have  an  iujuuction. 

Where  the  answer  in  all  respecta  is  strictly  responsive  to  the  bill,  because  it  posi- 
tively, explioity  and  circumstantially  denies  all  iU  allegations,  the  rule  is  well  set- 
tled that  the  court  is  bound  to  take  all  the  allegations  in  the  answer  as  true,  and 
the  motion  for  an  injunction  will  be  denied  or  dissolved  if  granted. 

Special  Term^  November^  1868. 

This  is  a  motion  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  to  restrain 
the  defendant^  the  owner  of  a  distillery  in  Eighteenth  and 
Nineteenth  streets,  near  the  North  river,  from  discharging 
his  refuse  mash  into  the  common  sewer,  the  waters  of  which 
carry  said  mash  into  the  Hudson  or  North  river,  and  as  the 
plaintiffs  allege,  it  there  sinks  to  the  bottom  of  the  naviga- 
ble stream,  and  is  thereby  a  nuisance,  and  is  injurious  to 
navigation  and  especially  injurious  to  them,  the  plaintiffs  in 
this  suit.  They  also  allege  that  the  corporation  leased  to 
them  the  right  to  collect  wharfage  on  the  front  of  the  river 
where  the  sewer  empties  into  the  stream. 

The  defendant  denies  explicitly  and  circumstantially  each 
and  every  allegation  in  the  complaint;  and  alleges  that, 
instead  of  the  refuse  of  his  distillery  sinking  and  lessening 
the  depth  of  water,  it  floats  away  with  the  current;  and  that 
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it  is  the  debris  of  plaintiffs'  large  gasworks,  and  the  coaltar 
therefrom,  that  is  floating  into  the  slip  and  is  lessening  the 
depth  of  the  water,  if  it  is  lessened,  and  that  it  is  not  caused 
by  any  act  of  the  defendant. 

The  defendant  further  alleges,  that  the  plaintiffs  own  all 
the  property  around  him  (the  defendant),  and  that  they  are 
also  desirous  of  owning  the  property  upon  which  his  distil- 
lery is  built,  and  that  this  effort  on  their  part  is  not  so  much 
the  interest  they  have  in  keeping  the  river  deep,  as  it  is  an 
effort  to  get  the  defendant  to  sell  his  property  to  them;  and 
that  this  suit  is  vexatious,  and  is  designed  to  weary  and 
annoy  defendant,  so  as  to  make  him  part  with  his  property, 
upon  which  his  distillery  is  placed.  This  is  a  brief  state- 
ment of  the  case. 

McCuNN,  J.  First.  The  plaintiffs  assert  that  certain 
injuries  will  result  from  the  use  by  defendant  of  the  sewer, 
as  alleged  by  them. 

Second.  That  it  involves  certain  public  wrongs  or  offences 
against  the  public,  by  reason  of  their  being  injured  in  cer- 
tain privileges  they  have  received  from  our  municipal  cor- 
poration ;  and  they  claim  a  right  to  maintain  an  action  in 
equity,  in  their  own  names,  to  restrain  the  defendant  from 
such  usurpations,  «nd  to  prevent  and  remedy  such  public 
wrongs,  to  wit :  the  maintaining  of  a  public  nuisance.  The 
corporation  has  not  leased  to  them  any  thing  but  the  right 
to  coUect  wharfage  at  their  docks,  fronting  on  this  river,  and 
the  river  being  a  public  highway,  and  others  being  as  much 
interested  in  the  use  of  the  same  as  plaintiffs  are,  notwith- 
standing the  proximity  of  plaintiffs'  property  to  the  nuisance 
complained  of;  yet  if  this  action  can  be  maintained,  innum- 
erable others  could,  thereby  leading  to  absolute  confusion. 
The  jtt5  ptMioum  or  user  of  our  great  rivers  or  highways  is  in 
the  people;  and  they,  and  they  aloae,  are  the  trustees  to 
guard  and  protect  themi  This  is  the  English  doctrine,  as 
well  as  ours  (1  Burners  Eng.  217).    But  the  title  to  high- 
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ways  in  America  is  not  involved  in  the  mist  of  antiquity,  and 
we  have  but  little  occasion  to  resort  to  the  English  books 
for  a  guide  in  this  respect.  Every  state  in  the  Union  has 
adopted  statutes  expressly  on  this  subject,  and  the  acts  of  our 
pwn  legislature  are  especially  clear  and  explicit  on  this  score ; 
so  that  if  an  individual  encroaches  on  the  great  rivers  or 
highways  of  the  nation,  ample  remedy  can  at  once  be  applied 
in  the  name  of  the  people,  and  by  the  competent  law  officer 
elected  or  appointed  for  that  purpose ;  and  it  is  not  left  to 
the  whims  and  caprices,  or  the  will  of  individuals,  or  special 
corporations,  who  may  imagine  themselves  grieved,  to  apply 
a  remedy*  The  relief  prayed  for  by  plaintiffs  in  this  action 
must  proceed  upon  the  grounds,  that  the  act  imputed  to  the 
defendant  is  a  public  nuisance,  or  the  usurpation  of  a  fran- 
chise detrimental  to  all  the  people  of  the  state,  to  wit :  the 
filling  up  of  a  highway,  as  plaintiffs  complain. 

It  is  true  it  may  not  affect  every  citizen  equally  alike,  bui 
in  judgment  of  law,  assuming  that  ho  special  injury  is  shown^ 
they  have  the  same  right  to  complain.  Now  it  will  not  be 
maintained  for  one  moment  that  an  action  will  lie  by  an 
individual  citizen  fot  such  an  offence.  Such  a  course  would 
confound  all  distinction  between  public  and  private  righttf, 
and  would  lead  to  great  confusion.  This  was  the  doctrine 
held  in  the  case  of  Bcmes  agt.  Th€  Mayor  (4  Kern.  506). 

It  18  the  undoubted  rule  of  law  that  highways  (and  navi- 
gable rivers  are  great  highways)  belong  to  the  sovereign 
power,  and  are  part  of  its  royalties  or  public  rights ;  they 
belong  to  it  absolutely,  and  there  is  no  right  in  fhe  adjacent 
owners  of  the  soil  {Hoffmanns  Treaties^  238).  The  portion 
of  the  river  which  plaintiffs  complain  that  defendant  is  fill- 
ing np  therefore  belongs  to  the  people.  It  is  theirs  as  a 
great  public  highway,  absolutely  under  their  control,  and  for 
their  use,  and  they  alone,  and  not  the  plaintiffs,  can  seek  or 
maintain  a  remedy  to  prevent  its  being  injured. 

Aagain :  An  injunction  should  never  be  granted  pending 
the  action  {pendente  lite),  on  light  grounds  or  in  doubtful 


236       NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPOBTa 

Manhattan  Ckalight  Go.  agt.  Barker. 


The  universal  rule  is,  where  the  right  is  not  clear  and 
transparent,  and  the  danger  great,  or  the  apprehended  mis- 
chief irreparable,  it  should  not  be  granted  until  the  rights 
of  the  parties  are  fully  ascertained  by  a  trial  in  open  court, 
and  with  witnesses,  and  every  opportunity  allowed  the  par- 
ties against  whom  the  remedy  is  sought  to  be  enforced,  to 
convince  the  mind  of  the  court  that  the  remedy  should  not 
be  granted.  This  was  held,  in  this  court  to  be  the  rule  in  the 
case  of  Bedfield  agt.  Middletan  (  7  Bostc.  649).  I  am  aware 
that  this  rule  has  been  varied  sometimes,  where  for  instance 
a  defendant  is  about  to  permit  or  do  injury  to  real  property, 
and  where  his  claim  thereto  is  doubtful,  and  where  the 
injunction  would  only  be  of  a  transitory  injury,  and  where 
compensation  could  be  easily  awarded,  but  that  is  not  the 
case  in  this  instance.  Here  the  defendant's  large  business  is 
enti  rely  8topped,f  he  machinery  engaged  in  his  distillery  idle,and 
becoming  seriously  impaired  the  longer  it  remains  in  that 
condition.  Under  these  circumstances,  and  in  the  exercise 
of  sound  discretion,  I  must  adopt  the  greatest  caution  before 
I  allow  these  plaintifis  to  maintain  their  injunction;  because, 
as  I  have  said  before,  the  granting  and  continuing  of  an 
injunction  must  always  rest  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the 
court  {Wolerson  agt.  AndersoHy  2  John.  Ch.  204). 

The  well  established  rule— that  if  the  anjswer  denies  explic- 
itly and  positively  the  grounds  on  which  the  equity  claim  in 
the  bill  rests,  the  injunction  to  stay  must  be  dissolved — ^must 
not  be  departed  from — and  I  can  see  nothing  whatever  in 
this  case  to  form  the  slightest  exception  to  that  rule.  The 
answer  to  the  defendant  is  directly  responsive  to  the  very 
fCTBYsmen  of  the  complaint,  and  in  the  strongest  manner 
denies  its  allegations  in  toto.  He  denies  that  the  mash  from 
his  distillery  in  the  slightest  degree  lessens  the  depth  of  water 
at  the  place  complained  of,  or  at  any  other  place,  and  swears 
positively  that  the  plaintiffs  themselves,  from  their  vast 
•establishment  for  making  gas,  fill  up  with  coaltar  and  other 
debris,  the  wharf  or  dock  which  is  the  subject  matter  in  dis- 
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pate.  Now  the  answer  in  all  respects  is  strictly  responsive 
to  the  billy  because  it  positively^  explicitly  and  circumstan- 
tially denies  all  its  allegations ;  and  the  rule  is  well  settled^ 
that  we  are  bound  to  take  all  the  allegations  in  the  answer 
as  true  on  the  motion  and  at  this  stage  of  the  proceedings. 

It  seems  to  me  from  the  affidavits,  and  from  an  inspection 
of  the  premises,  the  right  of  this  defendant  to  have  a  final 
judgment  against  these  plaintiffs  is  entirely  consonant  with 
sound  principles  of  equity;  moreover,  the  theory  "  that  if  the 
answer  denies  all  the  equity  of  the  bill,  the  injunction  must 
be  dissolved,"  is  based  upon  the  principle  that  the  answer 
must  be  taken  as  true,  but  we  must  not  carry  this  doctrine 
so  far  as  to  say  that,  as  a  matter  of  course,  if  the  answer 
denies  the  equity  of  the  bill  the  injunction  must  be  dissolved* 
If  the  court  can  see  sufficient  reasons  for  maintaining  ther 
injunction,  and  that  it  entertains  doubts  about  the  truth  of 
the  allegations  contained  in  the  answer,  and  that  irreparable* 
injustice  will  be  done  if  not  granted,  then,  and  in  that  case,, 
notwithstanding  the  denials  in  the  answer,  it  may,  in  its  dis- 
cretion, maintain  the  injunction.  But  such  is  not  the  case 
here.  The  doubts  entertained  in  the  mind  of  the  court  are 
doubts  formed  about  the  truth  of  the  complaint  and  affidav- 
its upon  which  this  injunction  is  founded. 

It  cannot  be  inferred  from  the  mere  fact  of  proximity  that 
the  owner  of  land  adjoining  a  public  highway  or  fronting  on 
a  river,  which  is  a  public  highway,  has  some  interest  therein, 
merely  by  reason  of  his  proximity.  This  is  an  error  which 
has  been  extensively  indulged  in.  It  was  set  at  rest,  how- 
ever, by  the  court  in  the  case  of  Oould  agt.  The  Hudson  B. 
Railroad  Co.  (2  Seld.  641).  Now,  I  have  shown  that  high- 
ways on  land  are  strictly  (legally)  analogous  to  highways  on 
water  (21  Conn,  325;  11  Barb.  325).  And  no  doctrine  i» 
more  firmly  settled  than  that  for  a  public  nuisance  the  gov- 
ernment alone  can  prosecute ;  and  that  those  who  do  not 
suffer  by  a  violation  of  law  otherwise  than  as  a  member  of 
the  community,  cannot  maintain  any  remedial  action.     To 


238  ^^^B!W  YORK  PRAiOnOE  BEPOBTB. 

lUabntlMi  Q«8lighl  Oa  agk  Baiter. 

sustain  me  in  this  view  I  couM  cite  many  authorities.  One 
or  twoy  however^  will  be  suificient :  {Clerk  agt  Sayihookj 
SI  Conn.  326 ;  5me^  agt  Bostony  7  ChMh.  255 ;  Siiiherlmd 
agt  Johnson^  30  Maine,  466.) 

If  a  public  nuisance  work  a  private  injury  to  a  person,  that 
person  may  have  a  remedy  by  private  action  for  damages, 
and  in  a  proper  case,  may  have  an  injunction.  A  noisome 
odor  issuing  from  a  public  nuisance,  such  as  issues  from  plain<- 
tiffi'  gasworks,  will  have  this  eflfect,  if  it  pervades  the  sur* 
rounding  atmosphere,  enters  the  adjacent  dwellings,  and  either 
endangers  the  health  or  disturbs  the  comforts  of  those  dwell- 
ing therein.  A  noise  upon  the  public  highway  in  Uke  man- 
ner penetrates  the  dwellings  and  disturbs  the  inmates.  I 
think  these  are  the  only  instances  in  which  a  nuisance  in  the 
public  highway  can  work  a  particular  injury  to  a  private 
individual  merely  in  virtue  of  its  proximity.  The  only  other 
cases  in  which  a  private  injury  may  result  from  a  nuisance 
in  highways,  are  those  where  the  actual  passage  \a  thereby 
interfered  with. 

If  for  instance,  by  means  of  an  obstruction  in  the  public 
highway,  a  man  is  arrested  in  his  progress  over  it  and  put 
to  ryp^nsrflTiin  i/1  a  i^)ecial  damage,  and  an  action  will  lie. 
This  was  the  rule  J\eld  by  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in  Smith  h^ 
Bostofi  (7  Ctish.),  but  the  case  I  have  supposed,  and  that  in 
7  Gushing  and  the  like  casiaSp  it  will  be  seen  are  all  cases  of 
special  damage,  and  arise  in  "the  common  right  of  passage 
which  belongs  to  every  citizen ;  and  the  right  of  action  in 
such  cases  is  no  less  perfect  because  the  plaintiff  resides  or 
his  property  is  a  great  distance  frdm  the  hem  in  quo,  nor  is 
it  more  imperfect  because  he  happeios  to  own  the  adjoining 
property-  The  gravamen  of  the  acticAP;  its  whole  essence  is, 
that  he  had  a  right  of  passage  and  wad  hindered  from  using 
it,  and  suffered  special  damage.  \ 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  in  case  of  a  rituisance  by  destruc- 
tion of  a  public  highway,  a  private  persotk  can  have  no  action 
hut  for  actual  injury  received.     In  this  ca|se  the  proof  would 
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not  at  this  stage  of  the  proceedings,  warrant  me  fn  holding 
that  the  plaintiff  can  make  out  even  a  prima  facte  ease  of 
personal  injury  or  damage*  Until  very  recently  no  one 
doubted  the  doctrine — and  in  this  court,  and  in  all  the  dis- 
tricts of  the  supreme  court  of  our  state,  excepting  the  first, 
it  is  so  still — ^that  no  private  action  can  be  maintained  by  an 
individual  for  a  public  ofience,  or  any  wrong  a^aiiist  the 
state.  Public  nuisances  are  subject  to  indictment,  and  in  aid 
of  the  courts  of  law,  equity  at  the  suit  of  the  government 
will  step  in  ;  but  that  the  contrary  doctrine  has  been  sanc- 
tioned in  high  places,  it  might  be  treated  vdth  levity.  But 
even  as  it  stands  now  in  our  first  judicial  district,  I  believe 
the  adjudications  are  evenly  balanced  for  and  against  the  rule. 
It  must  follow,  therefore,  from  all  that  I  have  said,  that  upon 
the  plain tifis'  own  sh(i^ing  they  cannot,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
niaintaiu  this  injunction.  But  in  addition  to  the  law  being 
against  their  right  to  maintain  this  injunction,  we  have  the 
facts  running  counter  to  their  views,  and  that  in  the  most 
decisive  terms. 

The  defendant,  in  his  answer,  positively  denies  every  alle- 
gation in  the  complaint,  and  in  addition  to  his  answer,  he 
shows  by  himself  and  six  other  witnesses,  that  he  is  not  the 
cause  of  lessening  the  water  in  the  river ;  on  the  contrary, 
he  shows  that  the  plaintifis  themselves  are  lessening  the  depth 
of  the  water,  if  it  is  lessened  at  all.  And  these  affidavits  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  are  only  met  by  the  complaint  of 
the  plaintiiis  and  two  witnesses,  neither  of  whom  are  as  clear 
in  their  statements  as  the  witnesses  for  the  defense ;  so  that, 
upon  the  facts  as  presented  to  me,  I  am  constrained  to  deny 
this  motion. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
George  R.  Toung,  administrator,  agt.  Benjamin  N.  Bush. 

The  right  of  a  pUdntiff  to  ditoontvMU  ati  aetitm,  is  not  abtoluU  ;  it  is  to  be  ezereiaed 
under  the  control  of  the  oourt,  and  equitable  tomu  may  be  impoeed  in  proper  canei, 
and  the  right  to  diflcontinae  may  be  disallowed  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  or 
'  restrieied  upon  equitable  considerations. 

Where  in  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  the  parties  stipulated  to  have  the  testi- 
monj  of  a  witness  for  the  defendant,  who  was  sick,  taken  before  a  referee,  and 
when  thus  taken  it  was  conddered  to  be  a  complete  defense  to  the  action,  and  the 
witness  died  before  the  trial : 

Held^  that  the  plaintifr  could  be  allowed  to  discontinue  the  action  only  on  payment 
of  costs,  and  on  serving  a  stipulation  that  the  testimony  of  the  deceased  witnees 
might  be  read  and  used  on  the  trial  of  any  subeequent  action  which  might  bo 
brought  for  the  foreclosure  of  said  mortgage,  in  the  sfime  manner  and  to  the  effect 
as  on  a  trial  in  this  action  pursuant  to  the  stipulation  under  which  the  examina- 
tion of  such  witness  was  taken. 

Monroe  General  Term^  June^  1868. 

Ptesenty  E.  Darwin  Smith,  Johnson  and  J.  C.  Smith, 
Justices. 

This  is  an  action  in  equity  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mort- 
gage. The  defendant  interposed  by  answer  the  defense  of 
payment. 

The  cause  being  at  issue  and  ready  for  trial,  the  parties  by 
their  attorneys,  stipulated  to  take  the  testimony  of  the  wit- 
ness for  the  defendant,  by  whom  he  expected  to  prove  his 
defense^  before  a  referee,  the  said  witness  being  then  sick  and 
unable  to  attend  the  court.  Such  testimony  was  duly  taken 
VBL  pursuance  of  the  said  stipulation  and  fully  established  the 
defense  set  up  in  the  answer,  after  which  the  witness  died 
and  before  the  trial. 

Soon  after  the  death  of  the  witness  the  plaintiff  tendered 
a  stipulation  to  pay  the  defendant's  costs,  and  entered  an 
order  discontinuing  the  action  on  payment  of  such  costs ; 
and  serred  such  order  and  stipulation  upon  the  defendant's 
attorney. 
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The  defendant's  attorney  then  moved  the  court  at  special 
term  to  set  aside  such  order^  discontinuing  the  action  and  for 
other  relief.  The  court  on  hearing  the  motion  set  aside  the 
order  for  discontinuance,  and  made  an  order  allowing  the 
plaintiff  to  discontinue  the  action  on  payment  of  costs,  and  on 
serving  a  stipulation  that  the  testimony  of  the  said  deceased 
witness  might  be  read  and  used  on  the  trial  of  any  subse- 
quent  action,  which  might  be  brought  for  the  foreclosure  of 
said  mortgage,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  effect  as  on  a 
trial  in  this  action,  pursuant  to  the  stipulation  under  which 
the  examination  of  such  witness  was  taken.  From  this  order 
the  plaintiff  appealed  to  this  court 

D.  J.  SuNDEBLiN,/or  defendant. 
D.  P.  Frosser^  far  plaintiff. 

By  the  courty  E.  Dabwin  Smith,  J.  The  right  of  a  plain- 
tiff to  discontinue  his  suit  at  his  pleasure  and  of  course,  as  m 
general  proposition  is  undoubted,  but  the  proposition  is  not 
unqualifiedly  true,  [t  is  a  right  to  be  exercised  at  all  times 
by  the  leave  and  with  the  consent  of  the  court.  The  courts 
have  uniformly  held  for  instance,  that  a  plaintiff  cannot  be* 
allowed  to  discontinue  his  action  without  the  payment  of 
costs  to  the  defendant,  except  in  certain  cases  where  it  'ba» 
exercised  the  power  to  excuse  hira  from  the  payment  of  such 
costs,  which  it  has  done  in  many  casea.  Where  a  defense* 
of  infancy  is  set  up  the  court  has  aQowed  the  suit  to  discon- 
tinue without  the  payment  of  costs  and  without  doubt  of  its 
power  to  do  so.  {Van  Buren  agt.  Footy  4  Wend.  209.)  So* 
when  a  defendant  becomes  msolvent  and  obtains  a  discharge^ 
{Collins  agt.  Evans^  6  John.  333 ;  Lindhy  agt.  Haekett,  18  Id. 
252),  or  when  a  defendant  has  been  declared  a  bankrupt 
{Park  agt.  Moore^  4  jHiB,  692 ;  Smith  agt.  Skinner^  1  Haw.  122*;' 
also  in  case  of  change  of  practice  {Sunney  agt.  Raa^j  t 
Abb.  IG) ;  or  where  a  defendant  has  been  joined  as  a  partjp 
by  mistake  (1  Hilly  560,  £c.;  9  Abb.  176). 
Vol.  XXXVL  16 
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In  these  and  niltnerous  other  cases  the  courts  have  claimed 
and  exercised  the  power  to  restrict  and  control  the  right  to 
diiScontinue  and  to  determine  the  grounds  upon  which  it 
should  be  allowed.  Unless  the  plaintiff  has  been  excused 
upon  some  ground  from  the  pa3rment  of  costs  in  such  cases^ 
it  has  uniformly  been  held^  that  the  cause  was  not  and  could 
not  be  discontinued  till  the  defendant's  costs  were  actually 
paid.  A  liability  to  pay  them  is  not  sufficient  or  an  order  or 
stipulation  to  pay  them ;  they  must  be  actually  paid  before  the 
case  is  considered  out  of  court  (1  Wend.  13 ;  9  id.6M]  2  HUty 
484) ;  and  until  such  costs  are  actually  paid  or  tendered  the 
defendant  may  proceed  in  the  case  (7  HiU^  195). 

Hie  principle  asserted  in  all  these  cases  and  in  numerous 
cdiers  is,  that  the  right  to  discontinue  is  not  absolute^  that  it 
is  to  be  exercised  under  the  control  of  the  court,  and  that 
equitable  terms  may  be  imposed  in  proper  cases ;  and  that 
tbe  right  to  diseontinue  n>ay  be  disallowed  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court,  or  restricted  •  •  •  upon  equitable  con- 
siderations. 

In  Van  AUm  agt.  Schermerhom  (14  How.  287),  Judge 
EL4BRIS  refused  to  allow  a  suit  to  be  discontinued  where  the 
defendant  had  set  up  a  counter-claim,  against  which  the 
statute  of  limitations  would  be  a  bar  if  the  suit  was  discon- 
tinued. 

Judge  Habris  said  it  would  be  obviously  unjust  to  allow 
the  plaintiff  to  discontinue  in  such  a  case. 

The  same  view  was  taken  in  a  similar  case  in  Cockle  agt. 
Underwood  (3  Duerj  676),  by  Judge  Bosworth  of  the  super- 
ior court,  which  was  affirmed  at  a  general  term  of  that  court 
by  the  concurrence  of  all  the  judges.  In  that  case,  it  appears, 
it  is  true  that  the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  reply  to  the  counter- 
claim, and  this  consideration  Judge  Mitchell,  in  the  case  of 
the  Seaboard  and  Soan  Oak  R  R  Co.  agt.  Ward  (18  Barb. 
589),  thought  a  material  r^dison  for  assenting  to  the  correct- 
ness of  the  decision  in  that  case.  But  the  power  of  the  court 
to  deny  the  discontmuance  cannot,  I  think,  be  made  to 
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depend  upon  any  such  consideration.  It  is,  however,  a  very 
proper  and  strong  reason  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  why  it  should  refnse  the  discontinuance ;  but  it  obvi- 
ously is  not  the  only  reason  that  should  be  listened  to  and 
regarded  by  the  court  upon  the  question.  In  affirming  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  Cockle  agt.  Underwood^  Judge  Oaklet 
said  ^'  it  would  be  manifestly  unjust  in  such  cases  (the  defend* 
ants  in  that  case  having  been  examined  as  witnesses  by  the 
plain tiflf),  to  permit  an  action  to  be  discontinued  even  when 
Sufficient  cause  was  shown  for  it,  without  requiring  the  plain* 
tiflf  to  stipulate  that  the  defendant  might  read  the  examina* 
tion  in  evidence  upon  the  trial  of  any  new  action  that  might 
be  brought."  This  is  the  precise  condition  imposed  at  the 
special  term  in  this  case,  and  I  presume  it  was  in  pursuance 
of  this  suggestion  of  Judge  Oakley's,  that  the  provision 
objected  to  in  the  order  appealed  from  was  made. 

Judge  Oaklet  had  obviously  contemplated  a  case  quite 
like  the  one  presented  upon  this  appeal,  for  he  said  further, 
'^  unless  such  stipulation  was  required,  a  plaintiff  might 
examine  a  defendant  under  the  Code,  and  if  the  testimony 
disproved  the  cause  of  action,  he  could  at  once  discontinue 
it  and  bring  a  new  action  if  a  discontinuance  was  allowed,  as 
a  matter  of  course,  if  for  no  other  reason  than  to  deprive  a 
defendant  of  the  benefit  of  the  testimony  he  had  compelled 
him  to  give.**  The  case  of  Cook  agt.  Beach  (28  How.  368), 
is  a  case  quite  like  the  present,  except  that  the  testimony  of 
the  deceased  witness  had  not  been  completed  before  his 
death,  and  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  respect  to  it  rested 
upon  a  stipulation. 

Judge  HooEBOOM  asserted  the  general  rule,  that  a  plain- 
tiff has  the  right  to  discontinue  his  action  as  a  matter  of 
course,  on  payment  of  costs,  but  he  admits  that ''  there  may 
be  circumstances  controlling  this  right  ^ — and  refers  to  the 
cases  of  Van  AUen  agt.  Schermerhom^  and  Seaboard  and  Boan 
Oak  R.  R.  Co.  agt.  Ward  (supra)^  as  illustrating  the  execep- 
tion  to  this  general  rule,  and  without  dissent  from  the  views 
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•  thei'e  expressed.  The  learned  judge  substantially  admits 
that  the  '^  right  to  the  order  is  not  absolute^  but  must  depend 
upon  equitable  considerations  ^'  addressed  to  the  discretion 
of  the  court,  and  for  this  reason  I  should  presume  the  gen- 
eral term  in  that  case  did  not  think  it  proper  to  reverse  the 
decision  of  the  special  term. 

But  I  am  not  quite  satisfied  with  the  decision  in  that  case 
made  at  special  term,  and  think  the  court  should  have  im- 
posed as  a  condition  of  the  discontinuance  the  precise  con- 
dition in  substance  suggested  by  Judge  Oaklet  in  Cockle  agt. 
Underwoodf  and  imposed  by  the  learned  judge  at  special  term 
in  this  case.  To  alio 97  a  party  to  discontinue  in  such  a  case 
after  th^  testimony  to  prove  a  defense  has  been  made,  and 
the  witness  since  deceased — ^is  as  substantial  an  injury  to  a 
defendant  as  it  would  be  to  allow  an  action  to  be  discontin- 
ued, after  the  statute  of  limitations  had  attached  to  a  coun- 
ter claim,  and  the  plaintiff  had  failed  in  time  to  reply  to  it — 
as  the  plaintiff  in  such  case  might  be  relieved  on  motion. 
It  is  in  effect  to  deprive  a  defendant  probably  of  all  defense 
to  the  action.  It  is  the  taking  of  an  unjust  and  unconsci- 
entious advantage  of  the  party,  which  should  not  be  allowed 
when  the  court  has  the  power  to  prevent  it. 

The  plamtiff  should  not  be  required  to  prosecute  a  suit  if 
he  wishes  to  put  an  end  to  it,  and  to  the  litigation  entirely ; 
but  where  he  has  long  litigated  a  question  and  put  the 
defendant  to  much  expense  and  trouble,  and  is  substantially 
d^ated  in  it — if  he  wishes  to  discontinue  it  should  be  upon 
terms  that  he  will  not  commence  a  new  suit,  or  transfer  the 
right  of  action,  and  that  the  defendant's  testimony  properly 
taken  in  it,  may  be  used  in  any  new  action.  This  is  but  just 
and  fair,  and  I  think  the  court  has  the  power  in  its  discre- 
tion, to  impose  such  terms  upon  a  plaintiff  seeking  to  dis- 
continue his  action;  and  that  a  decision  thus  made  at  special 
term  should  not  be  reversed. 

The  order  should,  therefore,  be  affirmed  with  $10  costs. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Abraham  B,  Van  Benthuysen,  appellant,  agt.  Miiton  Sa-w- 
YEB  and  Charles  H.  Faxon,  respondentB. 

AUhoogb  it  18  made  the  datj  of  t}.e  comptroller  of  the  state,  from  time  to  time,  to 
give  any  person  reqairing  the  same,  a  cerUfieate  of  the  amoant  of  any  Cor,  vUereti 
and  ekargti  dae  on  any  tract  of  land,  yet  the  omission  to  do  so  may  lie  under  eir- 
eamstances  which  would  preclude  the  effeet  uiprtventiMg  a  rteUmption,  As  wher« 
the  owner  of  the  land  has  received  one  such  certiflcaCe  from  the  comptroller,  and 
on  a  second  application  for  the  same,  without  producing  or  accouating  for  th« 
first,  the  comptroller  lefiises,  the  owner  is  not  thereby  prevented  from  redemp- 
tion. 

January  Temty  1867. 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged  wrong- 
ful entry  upon,  and  carrying  away  timber  from  lot  No.  72, 
in  Hoffman's  township,  in  the  county  of  Essex.  Upon  the 
trial,  the  verdict  was  for  the  defendants,  upon  which  judg- 
ment was  rendered.  The  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  general 
term,  where  the  judgment  was  affirmed,  and  the  case  is 
brought  here  by  appeal  from  the  judgment  thereupon 
entered. 

R.  L.  HAND,/)r  appellant. 
A.  K.  Dudley,  far  respondents. 

Parker,  J.  The  plaintiff  claims  title  to  the  lot,  which 
was  a  wild  lot,  under  a  tax  sale,  made  by  the  treasurer  of 
the  county  of  Essex,  on  the  6th  of  December,  1853. 

The  defendants  dispute  the  title,  on  the  ground*  that  the 
owner  of  the  lot,  before  the  time  for  theredemptioQ  expired, 
applied  at  the  comptroller's  office  for  a  statement  of  the 
amount  necessary  to  be  paid  to  redeem  the  lot  in  question, 
and  was  then  and  there  ready  and  willing  and  offered  to  p.iy 
snch  amount,  but  was  refused    such  statement,  and  was 
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thereby  prevented  from  redeeming  the  premises ;  and  claimed 
that  the  deed  subsequently  given,  pursuant  to  the  sale,  was 
therefore  invalid,  and  conveyed  no  title  to  the  plaintiff. 

Upon  the  trial,  Schoon maker,  a  ^litness  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants,  testified  that  he  went  to  the  comptroller's  office, 
on  behalf  of,  and  by  direction  of  Bergh  (the  owner  of  the 
jot),  to  pay  taxes.  He  says :  *'  I  went  to  comptroller's  office, 
and  found  a  man  there,  and  told  him  I  wanted  to  pay  taxes 
on  No.  72,  Hoffman's  township,  Essex  county.  His  name 
is  Sawyer;  he  is  now  in  court.  He  asked  me  if  Mr.  Bergh 
sent  the  bill.  I  told  him  he  did  not.  He  said  Bergh  ought 
to  have  sent  the  bill.  My  reply  was  that  Mr.  Bergh  did  not 
send  the  bill,  but  if  he  would  give  me  the  amount  I  would 
pay  them.  He  said  Bergh  should  have  sent  the  bill ;  that 
he  had  given  them  already  a  great  deal  of  trouble.  He 
refused  to  give  me  any  attention.  I  insisted  upon  their 
showing  me  the  boohs,  and  knowing  the  amount.  He  went 
and  opened  the  book,  and  I  saw  the  amount,  and  he  called 
out  the  amount.  It  was  three  dollars  and  something,  and  he 
closed  the  book,  and  said  there  were  other  back  charges,  and 
that  he  ought  to  have  sent  the  bill  or  come  himself  and  had 
the  thing  attended  to.  I  took  out  my  pocket-book  and  told 
him  I  came  to  pay  the  taxes  and  charges  on  the  lot,  and  was 
prepared  to  pay,  and  said,  ^I  demand  from  you  the  amount.' 
He  made  no  further  reply,  and  I  left  the  office."  It  had 
already  appeared  that  Bergh  had  himself,  after  the  tax  sale, 
applied  at  the  office  to  pay  arrears  of  taxes  on  the  lot,  and 
had  paid  the  bill  made  out  therefor,  but  that  an  omission  had 
been  made,  of  which  a  statement  was  subsequently,  and  prior 
to  Schoonmaker's  application,  sent  to  him  in  the  form  of  a 
certificate  of  the  amount  necessary  to  be  paid  to  redeem  the 
k)t. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  that  ^'if  they  believed  the  evidence 
of  Schoonmaker  and  that  Schoonraaker  applied  to  a  clerk  in  the 
office  of  the  comptroller,  having  charge  of  the  books  of  sales  for 
taxes,for  a  statement  of  the  amount  that  was  necessary  to  be  paid 
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to  redeem  lot  No.  72  in  questioq,  and  said  clerk  refused  to 
give  him  said  statementi  that  refusal  defeated  the  title  of  the 
plaintiff^  and  he  cannot  recover  in  this  action." 

To  this  the  plaiatiff  excepted. 

It  must  be  admitted,  J  think,  that  if  the  redemption  was 
prevented  by  the  public  officer  through  whom  it  was  to  be 
effected,  the  title  was  not  divested  by  the  deed  made  to  the 
purchaser  upon  the  tax  sale,  and  the  plaintiff  therefore  had  no 
title  and  could  not  recover. 

But  assuming  all  that  the  court  submitted  to  the  jury  to  be  ^ 
true,  it  does  not  follow  that  a  redemption  was  thereby  pre- 
vented. It  is  to  be  remembered  that  there  is  evidence  in  the 
case  showing  that  JBergh  had  received  from  this  office  the 
very  statement  which  he  now  again  sought  to  obtain.  In 
this  case,  therefore,  it  was  erroneous,  I  think,  to  instruct  the 
jury,  that  the  refusal  of  the  clerk  to  give  Schoonmaker  the 
statement  of  the  amount  necessary  to  be  paid  to  redeem  the 
lot  in  question,  defeated  the  title  of  the  plaintiff ;  for  it  can- 
not be  correctly  affirmed  that  every  such  refusal  has  such  effect 
Although  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  comptroller  from  time 
to  time  to  give  any  person,  requiring  the  same,  a  certificate 
of  the  amount  o(  any  tax  interest,  and  charges  due  on  any 
tract  of  land,  yet  the  omission  to  do  so  may  be  under  circum- 
stances which  would  preclude  the  effect  of  preventing  a 
redemption.  If  the  applicant  has  in  his  pocket  a  certificate 
on  which  he  can  pay  the  required  amount  to  the  treasurer, 
the  refusal  of  a  second  certificate  would  not  put  him  in  the 
predicament  assumed  by  the  charge. 

In  this  case  the  court  had  no  right  to  assume  that  the  omis- 
sion of  Bergh  to  redeem,  was  chargeable  to  the  default  of  the 
public  officer,  sworn  to  by  Schoonmaker. 

This  question,  I  think,  is  legitimately  before  us.  We  are 
called  upon  by  the  excepton  to  the  charge,  to  decide  whether 
it  was  legally  correct,  in  its  application  to  this  case.  And 
if  it  made  the  case  to  depend  upon  a  legal  conclusion  not 
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warranted  in  the  caae^  under  all  the  evidence  it  was  erroneous 
and  the  plaintiff's  exception  was  sufficient. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  appealed 
from  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

Concurring  in  this  opinion :  Hunt,  Bockes,  WiaaHT  and 
Davies,  Ch.  J. 

Reversed. 


COURT  OP  APPEALS. 
HiRAK  Wright,  administrator,  &c.  agi  Mart  A.  Rowland. 
December^  1868. 

Chambers  &  Pomeroy,  attorneys^  and  counsel  far  plain- 
tiffy  appellant 

Alfred  Roe,  attorney  and  counsel  for  defendant^  respon- 
dent. 

*^  Order  of  general  term  reversed^  and  order  of  special  term 
affirmed  with  costs." 

The  decision  of  the  general  term  in  this  cause  is  rqported 
ante  page  115.  The  above  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals, 
it  wiD  be  seen,  reverses  the  decision  of  the  general  term.  It 
is  understood  that  no  i^tten  opinion  was  given  by  the  court 
of  appeals. 
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UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT. 
In  tiie  Matter  of  Julius  Hete,  a  voluntary  bankrupt. 

By  Boction  21  of  the  bftokrapt  act,  the  time  nttmed  in  the  wurant  for  the  fin t  meet- 
ing of  creditor!  is  to  be  fixed  by  the  register.  And  it  is  a  matter  of  discretion  with 
him. 

The  notices  mast  be  served  on  foreign  creditors,  as  well  as  those  who  reside  in  the 
United  States. 

Where  all  the  creditors  resided  in  Germany,  Md,  that  sixty  days  was  a  reasonable 
time  in  which  to  serre  the  notices. 

Southern  District  of  New  Tarh. 

In  Bankruptcy^  before  John  Fitch,  Begister. 

The  petitioner  has  filed  his  petition,  schedules,  &c.  The 
petitioner  shows  that  he  is  indebted  to  some  eight  or  ten 
persons  in  a  sum  not  exceeding  twelve  thousand  dollars  in 
all.  These  creditors  are  all  foreigners  residing  in  Europe. 
Names,  residences  and  amounts  stated.  On  the  return  day 
mentioned  in  the  order  of  reference,  July  27th,  A.  D.,  1867, 
the  petitioner  by  Geo.  W.  De  Costa,  his  attorney,  moves  that 
the  time  fixed  in  the  warrant  for  the  first'  meeting  of  credit- 
ors, should  be  twenty  days  from  the  27th  day  of  July,  1867. 

By  section  21  of  the  bankrupt  act,  he  has  sole  control  of 
the  case,  and  of  the  time  for  the  return  day  in  the  warrant. 

The  register  holds,  that  a  reasonable  time  should  be  given, 
say  sixty  days,  and  service  of  the  notice  by  mail  properly 
directed  and  foreign  postage  paid.  As  the  statute  contem- 
plates fairness  in  all  proceedings  had  under  this  law,  it  is  only 
justice  that  a  reasonable  time  should  be  allowed  foreign  cred- 
itors to  appear  by  attorney  and  contest,  if  they  desire  to  do 
so,  the  discharge  of  the  petitioner,  as  well  as  prove  their 
claims.  Any  other  course  would  not  give  the  creditors  a  fair 
or  reasonable  notice ;  it  is  optional  with  the  register  to  allow 
as  much  time  as  he  choses,  not  exceeding  the  time  fixed  by 
section  21  of  the  bankrupt  act  and  rules  of  the  court;  that 
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such  option  should  be  reasonably  and  properly  exercised  to 
further  the  objects  of  the  law. 

That  the  Code  of  Procedure  of  the  state  of  New  York  in 
proceiBding  against  non-residents,  gives  nearly  sixty  days 
notice  by  publication  (^  135,  stib.  6) ;  and  in  this  case 
sixty  days  time  is  not  too  much  if  notice  is  to  be  given  at  all 
to  foreign  creditors ;  the  twenty  days  as  asked  for  is  a  mere 
denial,  to  give  them  notice,  as  the  notice  could  not  reach 
them. 

The  register  for  these  reasons,  denies  the  motion  of  peti- 
tioner's attorney,  and  decides  that  sixty  days  time  from  the 
date  of  the  warrant  (when  issued),  is  the  shortest  time  that 
could  reasonably  be  named  in  the  warrant  for  the  first  meet- 
ing of  creditors,  and  that  notice  by  mail  properly  directed, 
foreign  postage  paid,  be  sent  by  the  marshal  as  messenger 
to  each  creditor. 

The  petitioner  through  his  counsel  Geo.  W.  De  Costa, 
objects  to  the  ruling  of  the  register  in  relation  to  the  method 
of  giving  notice  to  creditors  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  tba 
United  States — in  this— that  the  clause  in  the  eleventh  sec* 
tion  of  the  bankrupt  law,  concerning  notice  to  creditors,,  only 
contemplates  the  United  States — and  creditors  beyond  its  jur- 
isdiction should  be  notified  constructively  by  ptMicaiian  m 
the  United  States  only. 

1.  Law  comprehends  as  to  notice,  the  United  States  only 
or  the  whok  world. 

2.  Law  intends  to  give  honest  debtors  the  benefit  of  the 
law,  with  as  little  delay  and  expense  as  possible. 

3.  Allowing  creditors  out  of  the  jurisdiction  to  prove  debts 
and  participate  in  the  distribution  of  asadis,  while  reserving 
the  right  to  proceed  against  the  petitioner,  whea  found  in 
their  own  country,  is  in  the  nature  of  a  preference. 

4.  Personal  notice  beyond  the  United  States  impractica- 
ble. 

6.  Notice  to  creditors  by  mail  in  all  foreign  countries, 
where  there  are  no  assets,  does  the  creditor  no  good  and 
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deprives  him  of  bo  rigHt,  and  subjects  the  petitioniDg  debtor 
to  unnecessary  delay  and  expense  {see  4  Goto.  607)^  and  as  to 
citizens  of  different  states  oee  4  Caw.- 103. 

6.  Bankrupt  law  ignore  s  the  moral  obligations  between 
creditor  and  debtor.  Divorce  suits  to  final  decree  in  many 
of  the  United  States  on  notice  by  publication^  i  e.  construc- 
tive notice ;  and  the  property  of  non-residents  is  sold  and  sold 
on  execution  on  notice  by  publication. 

7.  In  exercising  JtM^ioiaZ  discretiony  if  this  be  a  case  of  that 
kind,  the  court  ought  and  is  not  bound  to  go  beyond  the  law 
in  the  exercise  of  discretion  in  favor  of  a  citizen  of  a  foreign 
country,  wher^  the  laws  of  the  different  states  do  not  require 
the  action  (i.  e.  actual  notice  by  mail).  On  behalf  of  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  English  bankrupt  laws  only  require 
constructive  notice  in  England,  i.  e.  in  the  ^^  Gazette.'^ 

On  motion  of  O.  W.  De  Costa,  attorney,  for  petitioner  the 
8th  day  of  August,  1867,  was  fixed  for  the  further  hearing 
of  the  application  and  these  proceedings  certified  to  his  Hon. 
Sakuel  Blatghfobd,  district  judge  for,  his  decision  thereon. 

JOHN  FITCH, 

Register. 
In  Bankrti^tcy. 
Southern  District  of  New  Tarh. 

Blatchfobp,  J.  In  this  case  all  the  creditors  of  the  peti- 
tioner, some  eight  or  ten  in  number,  are  foreigners,  residing 
in  Germany.  On  the  return  day  named  in  the  order  of  ref- 
erence, the  petitioner  requested  the  register  to  fix  a  day, 
twenty  days  from  such  return  day,  as  the  day  for  the  first 
meeting  of  creditors. 

The  register  decided  that  sixty  days'  time  from  the  date 
of  the  warrant,  when  issued,  was  the  shortest  time  that  could 
reasonably  be  named  in  the  warrant  for  the  first  meeting  of 
creditors ;  and  that  notices  should  be  sent  by  mail  to  the  cred- 
itors by  the  messenger,  properly  directed  and  with  the  foreign 
postage  pre-paid.      The  petitioner  contended  that  the  clause 


252  I^^^  ^^^^  FBAOnCE  BEPOBia 

Hatter  of  Jalins  He^e. 

in  the  eleventh  section  of  the  bankrupt  act,  concerning  ser- 
vice of  notice  on  creditors  by  mail  or  personally,  refers  only 
to  creditors  residing  within  the  United  States,  and  that  cred- 
itors residing  out  of  the  United  States,  are,  under  that  sec- 
tion, to  be  notified  constructively  by  the  publication  of  notice 
in  the  newspapers  specified  in  the  warrant.  On  the  applica* 
tion  of  the  petitioner,  the  register  certified  the  proceedings 
to  the  judge  for  his  decision  thereon. 

The  register  was  correct  in  his  decision.  The  eleventh 
section  of  the- act  requires  that  the  warrant  shall  authorize 
the  messenger  to  publish  notices  in  such  newspapers  as  the 
warrant  specifies,  and  to  serve  written  or  printed  notices,  by 
mail  or  personally,  on  aU  creditors  upon  the  schedule  filed 
with  the  debtor's  petition,  or  whose  names  may  be  given  to 
him  in  addition  by  the  debtor. 

The  same  section  then  goes  on  to  specify  what  particulars 
the  notice  so  to  be  served,  shall  state.  One  of  these  partic- 
ulars is  that  a  meeting  of  the  creditors  of  the  debtor  will  be 
held  ^^  at  a  time  and  place  designated  in  the  warrant,  not  less 
than  ten,  nor  more  than  ninety  days  after  the  issuing  of  the 
same."  This  allowance  of  as  much  time  as  ninety  days,  in 
connection  with  the  actual  requirement,  that  notice  shall  be 
served,  by  mail  or  personally,  on  all  creditors,. shows  clearly 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  congress  that  as  much  as  ninety 
days'  time  between  the  issuing  of  the  warrant  and  the  first 
meeting  of  creditors,  shall  be  allowed  in  cases  where  the  cred- 
itors reside  so  far  away  as  to  make  such  an  interval  a  reason- 
able one.  The  fixing  of  the  time  is  a  matter  of  discretion,  which 
it  was  the  jjrovince  of  the  register  to  exercise  in  this  case ; 
and  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  he  did  not  exercise  it 
wisely  in  fixing  sixty  days'  time. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
HsimT  Brash  agt.  Jacob  Wielabskt. 

Th«  non-filing  of  an  affidavit  in  the  olerk*s  office,  apon  which  an  aUaekmtnt  ii  Issaed, 
does  not  affeet  the  warrant  or  the  prooeedinffi  therannder. 

Special  Term^  December  14,  1868. 

Before  Jones,  Justice. 

Order  to  show  cause. 

On  the  attachment  issued  ia  this  action,  a  copy  of  which 
is  hereto  annexed,  and  on  the  annexed  certificate  of  the  clerk 
of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  and  on  the  annexed 
certified  copy  affidavit  filed  in  this  action,  November  21st, 
1868,  let  the  plaintiiOf  show  cause  before  me  at  special  term, 
at  chambers  of  this  court,  at  the  city  hall  New  York  city,  on 
December  5th,  1868,  at  11a.  h.,  or  as  soon  thereafter  as 
counsel  can  be  heard,  why  the  attachment  in  this  action 
should  not  be  set  aside  for  irregularity  in  that  the  affidavit,  upon 
which  the  same  was  granted,  was  not  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  New  York  county,  pursuant  to  section  229  of 
the  Code  of  Procedure.  And  also  on  the  ground  that  the 
affidavit  for  attachment  upon  which  the  same  was  granted, 
filed  in  the  clerk's  office  of  this  court  does  not  show  facts 
sufficient  to  establish  that  the  defendant  was  about  to  fraud- 
ulently remove  and  dispose  of  his  property  with  intent  to 
cheat  or  defraud  his  creditors  or  any  other  ground  for  an 
attachment,  and  why  such  other  or  further  relief  should  not  be 
granted  to  the  defendant  as  to  the  court  shall  seem  proper, 
besides  the  costs  of  this  motion )  and  in  the  meantime  and 
until  the  hearing  and  determination  of  this  motion,  lei  the 
plaintiff  be  stayed  from  entering  judgment  in  this  action,  and 
from  further  proceedings  under  the  attachment. 

December  4,  1868. 

JOHN  H.  McCUNN, 

Justice. 
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U.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Henbt  Brash  agt.  Jacob  Wielarskt. 

The  county  clerk  of  New  York  county  wfll  please  search 
for  affidavits  on  attachment  in  this  action^  filed  in  his  office 
since  November  18th,  1868,  to  date. 
December  4,  1868. 

REID  ft  SOLOMON, 
AUamejfB. 
None  found. 
December  4,  1868,  9  a.  m. 

Chas.  £.  LoEW,  Clerh 

Charles  H.  Sioth,  Jr., /or  motion. 
S.  BiBBcaj  for  plaintiff y  opposed. 

Jones,  J.  The  non-filing  of  the  affidavit  does  not  aflect 
the  validity  of  the  warrant  or  of  the  proceedings  thereunder. 
Motion  denied  with  $10  costs,  without  prejudice,  to  renew 
on  affidavits  upon  payment  of  said  $10  costs. 
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Koney^  agt  Ward. 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Chablbs  Eonet,  plaiotiflT  and  respondent,   agt.  Warben 
Ward,  defendant  and  appellant. 


The  owner  of  a  vicimu  animal,  knowing  it  to  be  yidons,  is  liable  in  damagea  for 
the  injnries  oommitted  by  it  ihroagh  saoli  Ttce. 

Where  the  defendant's  horae  waa  aeenBtomed  to  bite,  and  by  reason  thereof  the 
defendant  kept  him  monled ;  and  while  the  hone  was  temponril^  nnmoxsled, 
standing  on  the  sidewalk  in  front  of  defendant's  premises,  the  plaintiff  in  passing 
aroand  the  horse  was  bitten  npon  the  shoulder  by  him :  held,  that  the  defendant 
was  liable  in  damages ;  although  the  plaintiff  also  knew  that  the  horse  was  yici- 
ons,  bnt  did  not  discover,  when  passing  aroand  him  that  his  mozzle  was  off 

General  Term^  December^  1867. 

Before  Presiding  Judge  Daly,  ar^  Judges  Bradt  (md  Van 

VORST. 

The  defendant  in  this  action  owned  a  horse  which  was 
accustomed  to  bite.  He  knew  of  the  vicious  propensity  of 
the  animal;  and  to  guard  against  it  usually  kept  him  muz- 
zled. One  day  in  October^  1866^  the  horse  was  standing  on 
the  sidewalk  in  Twelfth  street  before  defendant's  wagon^ 
which  was  backed  up  to  defendant's  lumber  yard.  The 
horse  was  not  muzzled  at  the  time.  He  had  been  fed  a  short 
time  before,  and  the  muzzle  had  been  removed  to  feed  and 
water  him,  after  which  the  horse  was  led,  by  the  person 
who  had  him  in  charge,  to  the  wagon  and  hitched  to  it.  The 
defendant's  servant  was  then  about  to  go  to  the  stable  for 
the  muzzle  to  put  on  the  horse ;  at  this  time  the  plaintiff 
returning  from  his  dinner,  came  along  the  sidewalk  and  step- 
ped from  the  walk  into  the  street  to  pass  the  horse,  but  as 
he  was  in  the  act  of  stepping  back  near  the  horse's  head,  he 
was  caught  and  bitten  in  the  shoulder  by  the  animal.  The 
plaintiff  had  known  the  horse  for  two  or  three  years,  and 
knew  that  he  was  accustomed  to  bite.  The  defendant's  ser- 
vant saw  plaintiff  approaching  and  called  out  to  him  by  way 
of  warning.    Plaintiff  did  not  hear  the  call  until  he  was  at 
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the  horse's  head^  and  as  he  turned  towards  the  person  call- 
ing, he  was  bitten.  Plaintiff  knew  that  the  defendant  kept 
his  horse  muzzled,  but  did  not  notice  that  the  muzzle  was  off 
until  he  was  seized  and  bitten.  The  plaintiff  says  when  he 
was  bitten  the  defendant's  servant  was  engaged  in  loading 
the  wagon.  The  plaintiff  was  laid  up  and  prevented  from 
working  for  two  weeks,  from  this  injury,  and  incurred  med- 
ical expenses  incident  to  his  cure.  To  recover  damages  for 
the  injury,  plaintiff  brought  an  action  in  the  third  judicial 
district  court  of  the  city  3f  New  York.  The  justice  rendered 
a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $50  damages,  besides 
costs,  from  which  judgment  this  appeal  was  taken  to  the 
general  term  of  this  court. 

John  E.  PARSONS^ybr  appellant 
W.  C.  Carpenter,  ybr  respondent. 

By  the  courtj  Van  Yorst,  J.  A  person  who  keeps  a 
domestic  animal  which  has,  to  his  knowledge,  a  vicious  pro- 
pensity is  liable  in  damages  for  the  injuries  committed  by  it 
in  the  indulgence  of  its  evil  disposition.  The  action  rests 
upon  the  negligence  of  the  owner  in  keeping  an  animal 
which  is  so  likely  to  prove  injurious  and  hurtful.  The 
scienter  is  the  gist  of  the  action.  In  CogstoeU  agt.  BaMtcin 
(15  Vermont  R,  404),  it  was  decided,  that  the  owner  of  "  a 
cow  accustomed  to  hook — the  vicious  propensity  being 
known  to  the  owner — is  liable  for  damages  done  by  her, 
although  it  be  done  in  the  highway,  against  the  land  of  the 
owner,  and  while  going  to  her  usual  watering  place."  In 
that  case,  the  owner  of  the  cow  knowing  her  propensities, 
had  caused  buttons  to  be  put  on  her  horns  as  a  preventative. 
But  the  cow  hooked  the  plaintiff's  horse,  in  the  road,  so  that 
of  the  wound  made  he  died,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict 
In  the  case  before  this  court  it  appears  that  the  defendant 
knew  that  his  horse  had  the  habit  of  biting,  and  to  guard 
against  it,  he  kept  him  muzzled.    At  the  time  the  injury 
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was  sustained  by  the  plaintiff^  the  horse  was  standing  on  the 
sidewalk  unmuzzled.  ^  This  was  negligence.  The  horse 
should  not  have  been  allowed  to  stand  in  that  condition  in 
the  public  street  anj  length  of  time.  He  should  have  been 
immediately  muzzled  after  being  fed  and  watered,  and  before 
he  was  hitched  to  the  wagon.  But  it  is  claimed  that  the 
plaintiff  himself  was  negligent,  and  therefore  should  not  be 
allowed  to  recover.  It  is  an  unyeilding  rule  that  a  plain- 
tiff prosecuting  for  the  negligence  of  another/should  himself 
be  without  any  misconduct  or  fault,  and  should  have  used 
ordinary  care.  An  action  cannot  be  maintained  when  an 
injury  has  resulted  from  the  negligence  of  both  parties.  It 
is  the  duty  of  every  person  to  take  care  of  his  own  safety. 
{Fox  agt.  The  Town  of  Glastenhury^  29  Conn.  204.)  And 
in  the  case  of  CoggsweU  agt.  Baldtdnj  above  cited,  it  was 
held,  that  if  the  injury  to  plaintiff's  horse  was  occasioned  by 
his  own  negligence,  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  entitled  to 
recover.  But  I  see  nothing  in  this  case  which  should  charge 
the  plaintiff  with  any  want  of  ordinary  care,  or  implicate  him 
in  any  negligence.  Plaintiff  was  where  he  had  a  right  to  bey- 
passing  on  the  side  walk.  It  is  true  he  knew  the  vicious* 
propensity  of  the  horse,  but  he  also  knew  that  defendant 
kept  him  muzzled.  He  came  suddenly  on  the  animal,  and 
instantly  turned  from  the  walk  to  pass  him.  He  had  a  right  to 
presume  that  the  horse  standing  there  was  muzzled.  In  fact 
he  did  not  see  the  horse  until  he  came  up  to  him  and  was 
bitten  in  the  act  of  passing.  He  was  in  no  attitude  to  the 
animal  from  which  any  negligence  could  be  imputed  to  him. 
He  did  not  court  the  danger  or  rashly  expose  himself  to* 
injury.  In  Smith  agt.  Pelah  (2  Strange^  1264),  the  chief 
justice  ruled,  ^^  that  if  a  dog  has  once  bitten  a  man,  and  th& 
owner  having  notice  thereof,  keeps  the  dog,  and  lets  him  go* 
about  or  lie  at  his  door,  an  action  will  lie  against  him  at  the 
suit  of  a  person  who  is  bit,  though  it  happened  by  such  per* 
son  treading  on  the  dog's  toe. 
Judgment  affirmed. 

Vox..  XXXVL  17 
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U.  S.  SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Pboplb  op  the  State  of  New  York  ex  rel.  The 
Nationai:.  Broadwat  Bank  agt.  Donnelly  et  cA.  and 
three  other  cases. 

Oerlifictau  ofinMttd»t»  iwoed  hj  the  United  St«tee  goTernment  under  the  aeti 
of  March  1  and  19,  1862,  and  ireatwy  notes  iaiaed  hj  said  goremment,  are 
txempUdfrom  state  taxaHon, 

The  principle  of  exemption  is  that  statea  cannot  control  the  national  gOTeniment 
within  the  sphere  of  its  ooostitational  power,  for  there  it  is  sapreme;  and  oannol 
tax  its  ohligations  for  payment  of  money  issued  for  purposes  within  that  range  of 
prowera,  because  each  taxation  necessarily  implies  the  asseiiion  of  the  right  of 
exercise  of  such  control.  ( This  deeiston  rewrset  tk^jud^sMnt  of  ike  court  ofagftait 
of  the  staU  <4  New  York  in  these  cases,) 

January  18,  1869- 

These  are  appeals  from  judgments  of  the  court  ot  appeals 
of  the  state  of  New  York.  The  facts  of  the  controversy  are 
briefly  as  follows:  On  the  dOth  of  April,  1866,  the  legisla- 
atnre  of  New  York  passed  an  act  directing  the  board  of 
supervisors  of  the  country  of  New  York  to  refund  to  any 
bank  such  an  amount  of  taxes  paid  in  1863  and  1864  as  was 
imposed  or  levied  in  respect  to  any  portion  of  capital  stock 
invested  in  becurities  of  the  United  States  by  law  exempt 
from  taxation,  and  for  this  purpose  to  cause  to  be  issued 
county  bonds  for  the  amount  of  such  claims,  after  they  had 
been  audited  and  allowed  by  the  board  and  approved  by  the 
mayor  and  corporation  counsel.  The  claims  of  such  charac- 
ter were  audited  and  allowed  and  approved,  as  required ;  but 
subsequently  the  objection  was  raised  that  such  portion  of 
the  capital  stock  of  the  banks  taxed  as  was  invested  it  certifi- 
cates of  indebtedness  issued  under  the  acts  of  March  1  and  19, 
1862,  or  in  treasury  notes  of  the  government,  were  not 
exempt  from  state  taxation,  because  such  certificates  of  in- 
debtedness and  United  States  notes  were  not  '^securities  of 
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the  United  States."  This  question  was  taken  into  the  state 
courts  and  finally  went  to  the  court  of  appeals,  where  it  was 
held  that  the  certificates  and  notes  in  question  were  not 
exempt.  From  that  decision  appeal  was  taken  to  this 
court. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court :  It  is  clear  that  these  notes  and  certificates  are  obli- 
gations of  the  United  States.  There  is  no  solid  distinction 
between  certificates  of  indebtedness  issued  for  money  bor- 
rowed and  certificates  given  directly  to  creditors  in  payment 
of  their  demands ;  and  such  certificates  issued  as  a  means  of 
executing  constitutional  powers  of  the  government,  other 
than  of  borrowing  money,  are  as  much  beyond  the  control 
and  limitation  by  the  states  through  taxation,  as  bonds  or 
other  obligations  issued  for  loans  of  money.  The  principle 
of  exemption  is  that  the  states  cannot  control  the  national 
government  within  the  sphere  of  its  constitutional  power, 
for  there  it  is  supreme,  and  cannot  tax  its  obligations  for 
payment  of  money  issued  for  purposes  within  that  range  of 
powers,  because  such  taxation  necessarily  implies  the  asser- 
tion of  the  right  of  exercise  of  such  control.  The  certificates 
of  indebtedness  in  these  cases  are  completely  within  the  pro- 
tection of  this  principle.  The  public  history  of  the  country 
and  the  acts  of  congress  show  that  they  were  issued  to  cred- 
itors for  supplies  necessary  to  the  government  in  carrying 
on  the  recent  war  for  the  preservation  of  the  country.  They 
were  received  instead  of  money  at  a  time  when  full  money 
payment  for  supplies  was  impossible,  and  are  as  much  beyond 
the  taxing  power  of  the  states  as  the  operations  themselves 
in  furtherance  of  which  they  were  issued.  As  to  the  treas- 
ury notes,  the  question  involved  in  the  case  of  the  Bank  of 
New  York,  they  bind  the  national  faith,  and  are,  therefore, 
strictly  securities.  They  secure  to  the  holders  the  payment 
stipulated  by  the  pledge  of  the  national  faith,  the  only  ulti- 
mate security  of  all  national  obligations,  whatever  form  they 
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may  assume.  The  conduaioD  is  that  the  notes  are  exempt, 
and  that  in  respect  to  both  the  notes  and  certificates  the 
judgment  of  the  court  of  appeals  must  be  reversed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
EuzA  Malonet  agt.  John  Horak. 

A  miow  !f  not  entitled  to  datotr  in  landB  of  which  she,  with  her  hasband,  had  exe- 
cuted mod  deliTered,  a  deed  to  a  gnntee,  although  such  deed  had  been  Mbaa- 
qnentlj  dtciarad  fraadolei^t  and  void  aa  to  her  hoaband's  crediton. 

Second  DisMct,  General  Ternty  December ^  1868. 

Bifare  Lcmr,  Gilbebt,  Babnajeo)  and  Tappen,  Justices. 

The  appellant,  as  the  widow  of  Patrick  Maloney,  deceased, 
brings  this  action  to  recover  her  dower  interest  in  certain 
real  estate  satuate  at  Hunter's  Point,  Queens  county. 

The  facta  are  briefly  these : 

Patrick  Maloney,  being  the  owner  of  the  premises  described 
in  the  complaint,  on  the  11th  of  November,  1864,  conveyed 
the  premise^  to.  his  brother,  Michael  Maloney,  for  the  nominal 
consideration  of  f  1. 

The  pluinfiff,  Eliza  Maloney,  joined  in  this  conveyance  and 
released  her  4ower;  and  j)n  the  28th  of  December,  1864, 
Michael  Maloney  conveyed  the  premises  in  fee  to  the 
plaintifl*  * 

Both  of  these  conveyances  were  duly  acknowledged  and 
recorded  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  Queens  county. 

In  Marcbt  1865,  judgment  was  recovered  against  Patrick 
Maloncj  f>r  $1,946  14-100. 

Subseqqeutly,  upon  proceedings  supplementary  to  execu- 
tioja,  a  receiver  of  the  property^  4c.,  of  Patrick  Maloney  was 
«ppoiQted», 
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On  the  10th  of  April,  1865,  the  receiver  brought  an  action 
in  the  supreme  court  against  Patrick  Maloney,  Eliga  Moloney 
and  Michael .  Maloney,  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  above 
mentioned  conveyances  set  aside  and  declared  fraudulent  and 
void  as  to  creditors  of  Patrick  Maloney.  All  of  the  defend- 
ants appeared  and  answered  the  complaint.  The  issues  so 
joined  were  tried,  and  judgment  was,  on  the  17th  of  Novem- 
der,  1865,  rendered,  declaring  that  the  conveyances  were 
void,  as  having  been  made  to  hinder  and  defraud  creditors; 
and  directed  the  premises  to  be  sold  ;  and  further  ordered 
that  any  of  the  parties  who  should  be  in  possession  deliver 
possession  thereof  to  the  purchaser. 

Under  this  order,  the  receiver  sold  the  premises  to  John 
J.  Conklin  for  $6,100,  subject  to  a  mortgage  of  $750,  and 
Conklin  assigned  his  bid  to  the  defendant  Horan 

On  the  morning  of  the  sale,  and  prior  to  the  property  being 
offered  for  sale,  the  plaintiff  called  at  Horan's  place  of  busi- 
ness and  asked  him  to  attend  and  bid,  infoiming  him  that  she 
had  no  claim  upon  the  property.  Conklin,  the  purchaser, 
was  present  at  this  time.  The  plaintiff,  Horan  and  Conklin 
attended  the  sale,  and  were  present  when  the  terms  of  sale 
were  read,  by  which  it  was  stated  that  the  premises  would 
be  sold  subject  to  the  $750  mortgage. 

The  report  of  sale  having  been  confirmed,  the  receiver,  on 
the  31st  of  July,  1867,  conveyed  the  premises  to  John 
Horan. 

The  price  paid  was  the  full  value  of  the  premises  at  the 
time  of  sale. 

BAfiRETT  &  Bbinsmaue,  cMomeySj  and 

Amasa  a.  Redfield,  e(mnsel  for  plaintiff ^  appellant 

1.  It  has  been  mid  that  the  right  that  a  dowreaa  has  to  her  dower  m  not  only 
a  legal  right,  aod  so  adjadged  in  law.  but  she  has  also  a  moral  right  to  be  provided 
for,  and  have  a  maintenance  and  sustenance  oat  of  her  hosband's  estate  to  live  npon. 
She  is  therefore,  m  the  care  of  the  2aw,  and  a  Javorite  of  the  law.  And  upon  this 
ttorallaw  is  the  law  of  England  fonnded  as  to  the  right  of  dower.  (1  Stwy,  S^ 
Jwr.  i  029.) 

**  Her  estate  is  fsrored  in  the  law,  and  proceedings  having  in  view  its  enforce- 
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meot  or  estKblishment,  should  be  enoonraged  rather  than  defeated."  {In  te  Sip^ 
perly,  44  Bwrh.  370.) 

2.  It  is  the  role  of  the  common  law,  and  is  incorporated  in  the  statutes  of  this 
state,  that  nothing  that  the  husband  can  do— no  act,  deed  or  convejanoe  of  his,  or 
indgment  or  deeree  confessed  by  or  recovered  against  him,  shall  prejudice  the  wife's 
right  to  her  dower.    (Deatoa  agt.  Mammy,  8  Barb,  618;  1  Btv,  Stat.  742,  $  16.) 

II.  A  release  ot  dower  can  operate  only  <u  a  reUate.  If  must  accompany  the  oon- 
reyance  ot  another,  aud  ceases  to  operate  with  that  It  cannot  operate  as  the  trans- 
fer of  an  independent  estate.  If  the  principal  instrument  (the  deed  or  the  mortgage 
as  the  case  may  be)  is  cancelled,  or  noTcr  takes  effect,  or  ceases  to  operate,  the 
release  of  dower  falls  with  it.  The  right  of  dower  reviyes.  {BdUUad  agt.  Eld- 
ndff€,  2  ffaUt.  392 ;  Douglat  agt.  MeOmf,  5  Ohio  B,  527 ;  P<rwtU  agt.  Moruwn,  dftc 
^fy,  Co.,  3  IfoMa,  347 ;  BaU  agt.  8ava^  4  iei  273;  Barker  agt  Parker,  17  Man. 
56,  and  comom  died  helnt.) 

2.  In  this  case  the  deed,  in  which  and  by  which  she  raleased  her  dower,  wss  by 
a  eompetent  tribunal  declared  Toid.  It  then  instantly  ceased  to  operate.  The  estate 
upon  which  the  release  was  designed  to  operate  wss  defeated ;  the  grantee  could 
claim  nothing,  and  in  the  absence  of  fraud  on  her  part,  her  right  of  dower  was 
restored. 

In  Summen  agt  Bahb  {13  IlL  483),  the  crediton  of  the  grantor  ayoided  the  eon- 
Teyance  of  the  husband  and  wife,  and  it  was  held  that  thereby  the  estate  upon 
which  the  ralease  of  dower  was  designed  to  operate  was  defeated.  Hence  the  widow 
should  be  restored  to  her  right  of  dower. 

''This  question."  saye  the  court  in  this  case,  *' was  in  principle  settled  in  Blair 
agt  Barritan  (U  IlL  384).  In  that  case  the  lands  of  Harrison  were  sold  on  execu- 
tion. Subsequenily  aud  befora  the  time  for  redemption  had  expired,  Harrison  and 
his  wife  conveyed  the  same  lands  by  way  of  mortgage.  The  premises  were  not 
redeemed  and  the  purchaser  obtained  a  sheriff's  deed.  Harrison  afterwards  died, 
and  his  widow  claimed  dower  in  the  lands.  The  court  decided  that  her  right  to 
dower  was  not  barred  by  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  because  the  estate  mort- 
gaged was  extinguished  by  the  failure  to  redeem  from  the  prior  sale,  and  the  mort- 
gage could  not  operate  upon  the  contingent  right  of  dower  alone." 

In  SHnton  agt  Summert  (9  Mast.  143),  it  was  decided,  that  where  a  wife  releases 
her  claim  of  dower  by  joining  her  husband  in  a  conveyance,'  and  the  purohaser 
recovers  damages  of  the  husband  for  breach  of  covenant  of  title,  the  release  of  the 
dower  then  beoomes  void  and  does  not  bar  her  right  of  dower  after  her  husband's 
death.  The  reason  is  that  by  defeating  the  estate  upon  which  the  release  of  dower 
was  intended  to  operate,  the  purchaser  can  chum  nothing  by  his  deed. 

m.  The  plaintiff  further  claims  that  she  is  not  estopped  from  claiming  her  dower, 
by  reason  of  her  having  joined  in  the  fhiudulent  conveyance  of  her  husband, 
because— 

1.  The  defendant  is  a  stranger  to  the  release.  He  is  a  third  party  with  notice. 
He  can  derive  no  advantage  from  it  As  against  him  she  is  not  estopped,  for  by  the 
well  known  maxim,  eitopptlt  mutt  be  mutual  aiid  reciproeoL  A  release  of  dower  is 
binding  only  as  against  the  releasee  and  his  privies..  {Littl^freed  agt.  Crocker,  30 
Jfe.  192 ;  Barriman  agt  (Tray,  49  id.  537 ;  Pixley  agt  Bennett,  11  Mau,  298 ;  Bltnn 
agt  Barrieon,  11  ///.  J84;  Bobineoik  agt  Batet,  3  Met.  40  ;  Tajftor  agt  Fovler,  18 
Okio,  567 ;  Woodward  agt  Paiffe,  5  id.,  St.  70;  KetzmUler  agt  Van  Benuelaer,  10 
id,  63 ;  Swmmere  agt.  Bahb,  13  Til.  483 ;  Gore  agt  Cather,  23  id.  634 ;  Barriaon  agt 
Xldridge,  2  BaleL  392 ;  Biehard  agt  J\ilHrd,  Biee,  Bq.,  So.  C.  158;  Piereon  agt 
WUliame,  23  Mitt.  64 ;  Bandolph  agt  Dou,  3  Bow.,  Mitt.  205;  Gray  agt  McOune, 

TiPu.  Star,  451.) 


NEW  YOBK  FBACnCE  BEFOBT&  263 

Maloney  agt.  Honn. 

2.  Is  the  defendant  a  priyj  to  tbii  void  deed,  or  to  the  plaintiff's  release  1  He 
derives  no  title  from  the  plaintiff  nor  the  frandnlent  grantee.  On  the  oontrary,  he 
holds  in  direct  opponition  to  them.  Eis  title  is  predicated  on  the  absolute  nallitj  of 
that  deod  and  rnlease.    He  is  not  in  any  way  a  privj  to  it. 

(a.)  In  KUzmiUer  ugt.  B^jutelaer  (10  OAw.  St  63),  the  hosband  and  wife  after 
recovery  of  judgment  against  the  husband,  and  while  it  was  a  lien  upon  his  landa» 
joined  in  a  conveyance  containing  full  covenants  of  warranty  and  a  release  of  dower, 
and  the  grantee  entered  and  occupied  under  the  deed,  but  was  afterwards  evicted  by 
a  purchaser  at  sheriff's  sale  under  the  judgment;  it  was  held  that  the  latter  could  not 
make  the  conveyance  and  release  available  for  bis  protection  against  the  claim  of 
dower,  either  as  a  grant  or  as  an  estoppel. 

(b,)  In  Taylor  agt.  Fowler  (18  04m,  567),  where  lands  had  been  mortgaged  te 
secure  the  payment  of  a  debt,  the  wife  having  joined  in  the  mortgage  and  subse- 
quently the  lands  were  sold  under  a  judgment  against  the  husband,  at  the  suit  of  a 
stranger  to  the  mortgage,  it  was  held  that  as  against  the  purchaser  at  such  sale,  the 
wife  was  not  divested  of  her  dower. 

{c)  In  Barriton  agt.  JBldridge  (2  HdltL  392),  a  case  quite  parallel  with  the  above, 
it  was  held  that  the  purchaser  under  such  a  judgment  cannot  be  said  to  be  in  privity 
with  the  mortgage,  and  therefore  is  not  protected  against  dower. 

{d.)  Upon  the  same  princii>le  it  was  decided  in  Gore  agt  Gather  (23  IlL  634),  that. 
on  a  sale  of  lands  for  the  satisfibction  of  a  mechanics'  lien  subsisting  at  the  date  of  a 
deed  executed  by  husband  and  wife  the  purchaser  takes  the  premises  subject  to 
dower. 

(e.)  Bobinson,  agt.  Bates  (3  Met  40),  is  a  case  precisely  parallel  with  the  one  at 
the  bar.  The  wife  joined  her  husband  in  a  conveyance  of  land,  relinquishing  to  the. 
grantee  her  right  of  dower.  Afterwards  and  during  the  husband's  life,  one  of  the 
husband's  creditors  levied  an  execution  on  the  land  and  recovered  it  in  a  real  action 
against  the  grantee  on  the  ground  that  the  conveyance  was  fraudulent  and  void  as. 
against  creditors.  Upon  the  death  of  the  husband  proceedings  were  instituted  by  the 
widow  for  dower,  and  the  precise  question  here  arose.  The  court  decided  that  she 
was  not  barred  and  might  recover  her  dower  of  such  creditor  or  of  his  assigns. 

3.  But  admit,  if  it  is  consistent  with  common  reason  to  do  so,  that  the  defendant  is 
in  some  way  a  privy  to  the  fraudulent  deed.  Yet  the  widow  is  not  estopped.  This 
deed  was  adjudged  void  on  the  sole  ground  of  an  intent  on  the  part  of  her  husband 
to  thereby  hinder,  delay  and  defraud  his  creditors.  There  is  not  a  suspicion  that  the 
wife  was  a  party  to  this  fraud.  She  could  not  have  been  a  party  to  it,  for  the  snA- 
eient  reason  that  by  her  release  she  placed  nothing  beyond  the  reach  of  creditors,  to 
which  they  were  entitled,  or  could  obtain  by  any  process  of  law.  She  is  not  a  fraud- 
ulent grantor. 

(a.)  The  case  of  Winship  agt  Lamberton^  referred  to  in  Woodwork  agt.  Ptaifft  (5 
Ohio  Stat  70),  is  in  point  In  that  case  lands  had  been  conveyed  without  consider- 
tion,  and  in  fraud  of  the  creditors  of  the  husband.  Judgment  having  been  after- 
wards recovered  against  the  husband,  and  execution  levied,  the  lands  were  sold  and 
eonveyed  by  the  sheriff.  The  purchasers  at  the  sheriff's  sale  brought  ejectment 
against  the  fraudulent  grantees,  and  recovered  on  the  ground  of  the  fraud  in  the  con- 
veyance.  On  a  bill  filed  to  quit  their  title,  the  question  of  the  right  of  dower  of  the 
widow  of  the  fraudulent  grantor  arose,  and  it  was  held  that  she  was  entitled  to  it. 

The  decision  in  this  case  is  referred  to  by  the  same  court  in  the  following  terms  in 
Woodworth  agt  Paiffe  (tupra) : 

"Firtt  The  defendant's  title  was  derived  from  a  sale  on  a  judgment  and  exeoii- 
tion  agoinst  the  husband  alone.  He  was  not,  therefore,  in  privity  with  the  wifa 
He  derived  no  title  under  the  fraudulent  deed,  but  held  in  direct  opposition  to  It 
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th*  eaM  felly  therefore,  witbin  the  principle  often  held,  that  a  releaM  of  dower  is 
Mndmg  only  as  against  the  releasee  and  his  privies,  and  that  a  mere  stranger  can- 
set  avail  himself  of  it. 

**  Secondly.  The  frandalent  deed  had  been  declared  to  be  Toid  and  set  aside  on  a 
bill  filed  by  the  pnrobasers  npon  the  ezeeation,  nnder  whom  the  defendant  claimed ; 
and  we  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  defendant  eonld  not  set  np  this  deed,  thus 
iannlled,  to  defeat  the  widow^s  claim  to  dower.  It  is  tme  that  it  was  contended 
hr  the  defendant,  that  inasmnch  as  the  decree  raqnired  the  firandnlent  grantees  to 
release  to  the  complainants  in  the  bill,  the  defendant,  who  held  nnder  tiiose  com- 
plainants, was  in  priyitj  with  these  grantees ;  bat  we  thought  that  that  provision 
ff  the  decree  was  only  meant  to  qniet  the  title  against  the  deed,  which  by  the  same 
leeree  was  declared  to  be  void,  and  not  for  a  transfer  of  an  independent,  snbatantial 
title,  and  that  therefore  there  was  no  privity.** 

Thb  doctrine  was  approved  in  Woodwortk  agt.  I^iipe  (tapm),  and  Miller  agt  WU- 
em  (15  Ohio  Stat  108,  117), 

|i.)  In  the  case  of  Woodwortk  agt.  Puiffef  the  conveyanoe  was  not  set  aside,  and 
Ihe  qneetion  was  whether  a  wife  who  joins  her  hnsband  in  a  deed  wuide  without  any 
efhteidertttuMy  and  to  defraud  her  hosband's  creditors,  is  thereby  estopped  to  claim 
dower  against  a  purchaser  for  a  valaable  consideration  from  the  fhindalent  grantee. 
In  this  case  a  distinction  was  made  between  a  deed  of  husband  and  wifeyiir  a  valur 
aJble  eensideratum^  invalid  only  by  reason  of  the  intent  to  defraud  creditors  (in  which 
ease  it  might  be  held  that  she  ought  to  be  barred  of  her  dower  as  against  the  grantee 
and  his  privies),  and  a  deed  where  there  is  no  oontideration  to  uphold  the  deed,  and 
H  can  only  be  upheld  by  the  application  of  the  doctrine  that  as  between  the  fraudn* 
lent  gnintor  and  grantee,  the  latter's  title  is  good. 

•*  For  why, '  asks  the  court,  **  is  the  deed  fraudulent  f  And  why  is  it  that  the  title 
of  the  grantee  who  has  paid  no  consideration,  is  nevertheless  good  V  It  is  frandu- 
le*it  simply  because  it  is  an  attempt  to  pUce  the  property  beyond  the  reach  of  the 
knsband's  creditors,  and  the  title  of  the  grantee  ie  good.  Except  as  against  the 
ereditors,  simply  because  no  court  will  aid  a  party  to  avoid  his  executed  contract, 
■ade  for  a  fraudulent  purpose.  BtU  wo  far  «u  the  wife  it  ooncenud^ehe  placet  nothing 
hffmul  the  reach  of  the  erediton  to  which  they  are  enhtled.  It  is  the  husband's  estate 
•kne,  and  not  her  dower  right  that  is  liable  for  his  debts,  and  that  estate  he  can  con- 
T«y  without  her  Joining  in  the  deed.  Her  execution  of  the  deed  adds  nothing  to  its 
•fleacy  so  far  as  his  estate  is  ooncemqd,  it  simply  releases  her  dower,  which  the 
areditor*  have  no  right  to  touch.  How  then  can  she  be  said  to  be  a  fraudulent 
grantor  1  Whom  does  she  defiraud,  either  by  the  deed  or  by  avoiding  it  so  far  as  to 
,  claim  dower  t  Not  the  creditors,  for  they  had  no  right  to  her  dower.  Kotthe 
grantee,  for  he  paid  no  oonsideration  for  the  conveyance.  Not  a  purchaser,  with 
BOtice  from  the  grantee,  for  such  purchaser  is  in  no  better  condition  than  the  grantee 
himaelf.  How  then  can  it  properly  be  said  that  the  deed  is  her  executed  fiti«;dnlent 
•entract  or  conveyanoe,  against  which  she  ought  not  to  be  relieved,  when  its  exe- 
eatjon  does  not  and  cannot  defraud  anybody  1  And  what  wisdom  or  justice  is  there 
in  visiting  women,  who  know  so  little  of  the  law,  and  who  are  so  dependent  upon, 
•ad  so  much  under  the  control  of  their  husbands,  with  the  extreme  penalty  of  a  foi^ 
feitare  of  their  dower,  upon  the  ground  that  they  have  attempted  to  defraud  their 
ktisband's  creditors,  when  in  Csct  they  have  released  nothing  to  which  creditors  are 
entitled,  done  nothing  of  which  they  have  a  right  to  oomplain." 

IV.  1  am  unable  to  find  any  case  in  this  or  any  other  state,  which  on  a  dose 
•lamination  will  be  found  to  conflict  with  the  principles  established  as  the  law  in 
tk«  foregoing  eases. 
1.  The  head  note  of  the  ease  of  JfaaAo^toa  Co.  agt  JBvertton  (6  l^tige^  457),  states 
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ft  oontraiy  doctrine,  and  a  doctrine,  too,  entirelj  oootraiy  to  that  adjndgod  by  ttte 
eonrt  in  that  case.  That  case  was  thii :  One  ETertaon,  being  in  embamaaed  eii^ 
eamttances,  conveyed  certain  real  estate  to  his  son,  hia  wife  uniting  in  the  deed. 
The  son  executed  back  a  declaration  of  troat  to  eell  the  property,  pay  the  encnmbrancea 
and  then  pay  to  one  Enrut  $1,500.  After  a  forecloinre  and  aale  of  the  premiaea  on 
an  application  for  a  diatribaton  of  the  anrploa  moneya,  the  widow  of  Evertaon  (ha 
having  in  the  meantime  died)  claimed  her  thirda  ont  of  the  aurplaa.  The  Vice- 
chancellor  refaeed  to  allow  her  dower  and  the  Chancellor  anatained  hia  decision. 
Bat  the  facta  of  thia  caae  and  the  ground  upon  which  the  deciaion  waa  placed  are 
eaaentially  different  from  thoae  cited  above  and  from  the  one  at  the  bar. 

It  is  trae  that  no  consideration  waa  paid  by  the  grantee  in  that  caae,  but  tiie  oon- 
▼eyance  Waa  made  upon  certain  truata  duly  apecifled  in  writing,  which  were  pro-' 
nounoed  £iir  and  honest  by  the  Vice-ChanceHor,  and  to  the  extent  of  which  the 
deeda  were  auatained  by  both  him  and  the  Chancellor.  Aa  againat  the  grantora 
therefore,  and,  to  the  extent  of  those  trosta.  aa  againat  aubaeqaent  incumbrancers ; 
alao,  the  grantee  waa  lawfully  inveated  with  the  legal  title  for  a  proper  purpoae. 
The  only  interest,  if  any  remaining  in  the  husband,  was  a  resulting  tfust,  and  aa  thia 
was  a  new  equity,  of  which  {b^ore  the  Rev.  Stat)  the  widow  was  not  endowable, 
it  followed  that  she  was  not  entitled  to  dower  in  the  surplus  arising  from  the  sale 
of  the  lands.  The  difTerence  between  a  case  of  this  character  and  one  where  the 
conveyance  was  for  the  sole  and  only  purpose  of  defeating  creditors,  and  is  without 
any  consideration  whatever,  is  clearly  and  distinctly  marked.  {See  1  ScrUmer  an 
Dower,  617,  $  9.) 

2.  The  only  other  ease  ia  a  caae  in  the  New  York  superior  court,  Meifer  agt.  Mokr 
(1  Babertton,  333),  in  which  on  aetting  aside  a  ooBreyanee  aiade  by  huaband  ftnd  • 
wife  aa  being  void  aa  againat  ereditora,  the  referee  decreed  that  the  huaband  and  wilb 
ahould  Join  in  a  new  conveyance  to  a  receiver  for  the  benefit  of  creditora.  Thia  part 
of  the  decree  doea  not  appear  to  have  been  aigued,  and  the  eonrt  afllrmed  that  part 
of  the  report  by  a  paragraph,  evid^ily  without  much  Oanaideration.  But  it  doea 
not  appear  in  the  caae,  but  that  the  wife  waa  a  party  to  the  fraud  And  alao  it  may 
be  fhat  the  deeree  Waa  ao  made  aa  to  quiet  the  title  aa  againat  the  fraudulent  deed, 
which  by  the  aame  decree  wfta  declared  void.  The  widow  might  atUl  claim  her 
dower. 

8.  The  priKciple  oontonded  for  ia  at  the  foundation  of  the  eaaeof  Witwall  agt  Hall 
(3  Pttige,  313),  Where  it  waa  held,  that  the  wife  ia  not  affected. by  the  finudulent  acta 
of  the  husband  in  consummating  his  contracts  of  sale,  although  she  unites  with  him 
in  a  cont'cyance  of  the  lands.  Thus  in  tnis  ease,  a  vendor  of  a  lot  of  land  secretly 
intended  to  sell  only  a  part  of  a  lot,  but  made  the  vendee  to  understand  that  he  waa 
buying  the  whole  of  it,  and  only  a  part  of  the  lot  waa  included  in  the  deed,  for 
Which  the  vendee  paid  the  vendor  the  entire  conaideration  intended  by  him  to  be 
given  for  the  whoVa  lot  The  eoUrt  compelled  the  vendor  to  execute  to  the  vendee 
a  eonveyance  of  the  whole.  But  the  wife  not  being  privy  to  the  trand  attempted  to 
be  practiced  upon  the  purehaaer,  although  ahe  had  Joined  in  the  deed,  the  court 
refuaed  to  compel  her  to  fofn  in  the  new  conveyance. 

v.  Some  intimation  waa  made  at  the  trial,  that  the  fiieta  feund  in  paragraph  eigJU 
of  the  findings,  created  an  equitable  estoppel  against  the  plaintiff's  claim  for  dower. 

1  It  14  only  neoessaory  on  this  head  to  remark  that  there  waa  no  proof,  and  is  no 
finding,  that  she  intended  to  mislead.  This  is  neoeeaary.  {Lawrence  agt.  Brvwn,  5 
N.  r.  B.  394;  Ohantauque  Oo.  Bank  agt  TTA^fe,  6  Jd  836 ;  Jewett  agt.  Miller,  10 
If.  r.  B,  402.) 

2fon  constat^  but  she  requested  Horan  to  purchase,  because  he  was  her  fHend  and 
she  could  buy  her  homestead  back  from  him  on  better  terms  than  she  could  get  from 
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a  itrangef.    And,  indeed,  the  plaintiff  swore  on  the  trial  that  thia  wai  the  objeoi  of 
her  reqaett 

2.  The  defendant  was  not  misled.  There  was  no  proof,  and  ia  no  finding  that  he 
placed  any  reliance  npon  her  starements.  What  man  of  ordinary  capacity  in  boying 
a  piec»  of  real  property  relies  npon  the  statements  of  a  woman  as  to  .the  title  1  He 
knew  that  she  was  Malooey's  widow. 

3.  He  did  not  act  npon  her  statements.  Another  man  boaght  the  property  at  the 
pablic  sale.  Only  ten  per  cent  was  paid  down.  Afterwards  Horan  boaght  the  bid, 
having  in  the  meantime  ample  opportunity  to  search  the  title  through  a  lawyer,  as 
indeed  he  did,  as  testified  to  on  the  trial. 

VI.  If  this  plaintiff  is  tamed  oat  of  conrt,  and  deprived  of  "  that  moral  and  logal 
right  of  dower,"  are  **  her  proceedings,  having  in  view  its  enforcement,  encour- 
aged f 

Is  she  any  longer  **  in  the  care  of  the  law  and  the  fitvorite  of  the  law  f "  bhe  is 
mther  its  victim  ;  and  the  principles  of  law  which  she  had  supposed  to  be  the  sure 
protection  and  for  the  weakness  of  her  sex,  are  become  the  instruments  of  her 
impoverishment 

Abmstrong  &  FosDiCKy  attomeySj  and 

John  J.  Armstbong,  counsel  far  defendant^  respondent. 

PinL  The  plaintiff,  Elisa  Maloney,  having  been  a  party  to  the  coliveyance  to 
Michael  Maloney,  her  right  of  dower  to  the  premises  in  qnestiou  was  extinguished, 
•although  the  conveyance  was  subsequently  declared  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  cred- 
itors. As  against  herself  and  husband  the  deed  would  reuiain  a  bar.  {Den  agt. 
Joknmm,  3  HarritoHf  if .  J*.  87 ;  ManKaUan  Co,  agt.  JBverUon,  6  Fdiff€f  A57 ;  JTeysr 
agt.  Mokr,  1  Bobertion,  333.) 

The  plaintiff  having  joined  with  her  husband,  with  the  intent  to  defhiud  his  cred- 
itors, and  this  object  having  been  frustrated  the  court  will  not  now  allow  her  to 
commit  another  fraud  by  a  repudiation  of  her  own  deed.  As  was  well  said  by  the 
court,  in  Ut  MoberUont  she  having  nnited  in  the  fraudulent  deed,  **  she  thereby 
divested  herself  of  her  inchoate  right  of  dower,  and  must  abide  the  consequences." 

The  following  cases  also  sustain  the  principle  npon  which  the  decision  of  Justice 
Tappbn  is  based t  [Ofborm  agt.  JTom,  7  John.  161 ;  Jaekton  agt  GkniiMy,  16  Id. 
189 ;  1  SU»y'i  JBq.  Jur.,  BedJUld^t  NoUt,  $  371.) 

Second,  It  is  submitted  that  the  order  of  the  court  under  which  the  premises  were 
sold,  having  directed  a  sale  of  the  premises  (without  reserving  or  excepting  any 
right  or  interest  of  Mrs.  Maloney)  she  (being  a  party  to  it),  is  concluded  by  the 
decree,  and  is  barred  from  claiming  dower  in  the  land,  as  against  the  purchaser 
under  that  decree.  This  decree  is  conclusive  upon  the  parties  to  it,  not  only  as  to 
the  matter  actually  determinded,  bnt  as  te  every  matter  which  the  parties  might 
have  litigated  and  have  had  decided  as  incident  to  the  subjet  matter  of  the  litigation 
or  coming  within  the  purview  of  the  action,  whether  as  matters  of  claim  or  defense. 
{Barrx$  agt.  Harrx$y  86  Bm^.  88;  Hayu  agt.  £«m,  31  Id.  151 ;  OardiaMr  agt  MUlt^ 
5  OUl  94.) 

Especially  should  this  be  po  when  it  appears  that  the  receiver  sold  the  premises 
without  making  any  reservation  of  dower,  and  that  the  sale  was  duly  coniirmed. 
Mrs.  Maloney,  being  a  party  to  the  action,  is  concluded  by  the  order  of  confirmation, 
as  well  as  the  original  decree. 

Third.  Mrs.  Maloney,  on  the  day  of  sale,  requested  Mr.  Horan  to  attend  and  bid, 
averring  thai  she  had  no  right  or  interest  in  the  property.    She  was  preeent  and 
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beard  the  termi  of  sale  read,  in  ^hich  it  was  itatad  that  the  premiMS  woald  be  sold 
■abject  to  the  niortagnge  to  the  trustees  of  Union  Collegei  and  did  not  make  a  claim 
of  any  right  or  interest  in  the  premises.  Under  these  oircamstiuices,  the  premises 
were  sold  and  a  foil  price  paid  therefor.  We  think  she  is  estopped  from  setting  np 
her  claim  to  dower.  Tb  ese  eqaestions  of  estoppel  are  not  in  general  controlled  by  tech- 
nical rules,  bat  are  asoally  determined  apon  principles  of  equity  and  good  conscience; 
the  rule  being  that  when  a  party  proeores  or  even  aoqniesees  in  the  disposition  of 
bis  property  by  another,  under  color  of  tUkf  he  shall  be  boand  by  sach  disposition. 
{SmxUy  agt  Wnghl,  2  OKia,  506;  Sllit  agt.  Diddy,  I  Carter,  561 ;  TUUm  agt.  ITel- 
joi»,  27  BaH>.  595 ;   Wood  agt.  Seely,  32  If,  T.  B.  104.) 

This  estoppel. attaches  itself  to  the  land,  and  can  be  asserted  in  behalf  of  the 
grantee  of  the  immediate  parchaser.  ( Wood  agt.  Seely,  32  If.  T.  S.^  wpra,  and 
ca$es  dud  hy  Dbmio,  J,) 

The  whole  conduct  of  Mrs.  Maloney  shows  not  oftly  that  she  was  a  pary  to  the 
effort  of  her  husband  to  defraud  his  creditors,  but  that  she  now  seeks,  after  inducing 
Mr.  Horan  to  pay  a  Aill  price  for  the  land,  upon  a  belief  that  she  had  no  interest  in 
the  property,  to  commit  a  fraud  upon  him  by  means  of  this  action  for  dower.  It  is 
not  until  aAer  the  deed  is  delivered,  and  the  full  purchase  money  paid,  that  she 
presents  ber  claim. 

Her  claim  for  dower  should  be  against  the  surplus  money,  and  not  against  the  land 
sold  to  the  defendant  Horan. 

Fawih.  The  exception  taken  should  be  overruled,  and  the  judgment  appealed  from 
aflbmed,  with  costs. 

By  the  courts  Gilbert,  J,  The  legal  effect  of  a  wife's 
uniting  with  her  husband  in  a  conveyance  of  his  lands,  is  to 
release  her  dower.  Before  admeasurement  she  has  no  inter- 
est or  estate  in  the  lands,  and  her  deed  operates  not  as  a 
grant,  but  as  an  es«;oppel.  {Green  agt.  Ptdnamj  1  Barb. 
500 ;  Moore  agt.  Mayor ^  ^c,  4  Seld.  110.) 

When  the  deed  of  the  husband  has  been  avoided  at  the 
suit  of  creditors,  on  the  ground,  that  it  was  made  with  intent 
to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  them,  there  remains  an  estate  in  . 
the  fraudulent  grantee,  which  is  sufficient  to  support  or  feed 
this  estoppel,  for  the  fraudulent  deed  is  good  and  effectual 
as  between  the  parties  to  it.  A  payment,  by  the  fraudulent 
grantee  or  grantor,  to  the  creditors,  of  their  debts,  would 
extinguish  the  same,  and  render  his  title  valid.  The  relation 
of  the  creditors  to  the  property,  is  analogous  to  thsit  of. cestui 
que  tKustSj  in  a  trust  resulting  under  the  statute  of  uses  and 
trusts.  (1  B.  8.  728,  §  52 ;  Garfield  agt.  Eatmdker,  15  N. 
Y.  JR.  483.)  Whatever  consequence  may  result  from  pro- 
ceedings by  the  creditors  in  invitum  for  the  enforcement  of 
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their  remedy  upon  the  estate  fraudulently  conveyed,  is  attrib- 
utable to  the  statute,  which,  in  conjunction  with  the  decree, 
acts  directly  upon  such  estate,  and  divests  so  much  thereof 
only,  as  may  be  necessary  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  the  claims 
of  creditors ;  and  the  wife's  dower  in  that  part  of  the  estate 
BO  divested  will  be  as  effectually  barred,  as  in  the  part  which 
may  remain  vested  in  the  fraudulent  grantee.  There  cannot 
in  the  nature  of  the  case  be  any  severance.  And  so,  if  the 
whole  estate  be  taken  away ;  because  this  results  from  the 
enforcement  of  the  remedy,  and  not  because  the  fraudulent 
deed  conveyed  nothing  to  the  grantee.  {See  Manhattan  Co. 
agt.  EvertsoHy  6  Paige^  467 ;  Meyer  agt.  Mohr^  1  Bclbt.  383; 
Ben  agt.  Johnson^  3  Harris.  87.)  The  contrary  doctrine 
has  been  held  in  some  of  our  sister  states,  but  upon  grounds 
which  are  not  satisfactory  to  us.  {BcX>inson  agt.  Bates,  3 
Met.  40 ;  Woodworth  agt.  Paigej  5.  Ohio  State.  70 ;  MilUr 
agt.  Wilsonj  16  Id.  108 ;  Pierson  agt.  WHUams,  23  Miss. 
64.) 

It  appears,  that  the  plaintiff  took  a  conveyance  of  the 
estate  conveyed  by  her  husband  from  the  fraudulent  grantee, 
and  that  this  was  done  in  furtherance  of  the  original  mtent 
to  defraud.  Having  participated  knowingly  and  designedly 
in  this  fraud,  the  court  will  not  help  her  to  undo  the  conse-* 
quences  of  her  acts,  one  of  which  was  to  accept  a  merger  of 
her  dower  in  the  fee  conveyed  to  her.  As  she  cannot  be 
endowed  of  her  own  lands,  the  taking  of  this  conveyance 
destroyed  the  claim,  if  any,  which  existed  before.  And,  as 
we  have  seen,  the  avoidance  of  such  a  conveyance  by  cred- 
itors, still  leaves  the  estate  effectual  as  to  all  the  estate  con- 
conveyed,  except  that  which  shall  be  divested  for  the  pur- 
pose of  paying  them ;  and  if  this  takes  the  whole  estate,  it 
is  not  because  the  deed  is  absolutely  void,  but  because  the 
statute  authorizes  it,  and  it  is  necessary  to  enforce  the 
decree. 

We  think,  also,  that  the  plaintiff^s  i^tatement  to  the  defend- 
ant at  the  sale,  that  she  had  no  claim  upon  the  property,  and 
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her  request  to  him  to  parchase,  od  the  faith  of  which  he 
became  the  purchaser^  and  her  taking  a  lease  from  the  defend- 
ant after  the  purchase^  ^ork  a  perfect  and  effectual  estoppel 
en  pais,  agamst  any  claim  or  title  in  hostility  to  that  which  the 
defendant  acquired  at  such  sale.  {Baugrey  agt.  Tapping^  4 
Paigej  94;  Smiley  agt  Wright,  2  Ohio,  511 ;  TiUon  agt.  Nel- 
son,  27  Barb.  696 ;  Wood  agt.  SeeJ^y  32  N.  T.  R  105.) 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the  judgment  should 
be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

I  concur,  except  as  to  an  estoppel  en  pais. 

J.A.L. 

I  concur.  A.  B.  T. 

Babnabd,  J.  The  deed  from  plaintiff's  husband  in  which 
the  plaintiff  joined  to  his  brother,  and  the  deed  from  this 
brother  to  the  plaintiff^  were  not  absolutely  void.  The  deeds 
were  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  plaintiff's  husband,  but 
as  between  the  parties  to  the  deeds  they  were  valid.  If 
there  had  been  a  surplus  upon  the  sale  by  the  receiver  over 
and  above  the  debts,  as  to  which  the  deeds  were  void,  the 
plaintiff  would  under  her  deed,  have  been  entitled  to  such 
surplus.  The  plaintiff  cannot  claim  in  two  capacities,  under 
the  facts  in  the  case.  By  the  deeds  in  question  she  has 
relinquished  her  dower  and  acquired  a  fee.  No  facts  are 
disclosed,  by  means  of  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
repudiate  the  deed  in  which  she  joined  with  her  husband. 
She  voluntarily  executed  it,  and  if  she  was  not  a  party  to 
any  fraudulent  intent,  still  no  fraud  was  practiced  upon  her. 
It  was  her  husband's  land,  she  joined  with  him  in  the  con- 
veyance ;  as  between  the  parties  it  passed  the  title.  The  plain- 
tiff's husband  has  acquired  no  title  since.  The  deed  has  been 
declared  void  as  against  creditors.  The  deed  simply  did  nut 
pass  the  title  so  that  creditors  were  cut  off;  all  others  were 
and  are. 

I  concur.  J.  A.  L. 

A.  B.  T. 
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UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT. 
In  Re  Julius  L.  Adams. 

Each  creditor  has  the  right  to  examine  the  bankrupt  under  section  26  of  the  aet; 
bat  sneh  examinations  are  to  be  regulated  as  to  time,  manner  and  eoarae  by  the 
rsgister  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretioni  so  as  to  protect  the  bankrupt  from  ■ 
annoyance,  oppression  and  mere  delay. 

November  12,  1868. 

Sotrihem  District  of  itew  York. 

In  this  case  Register  Fitch  certifies  as  follows  : 

This  cause  is  now  pending  before  me  at  chambers  of  this 
court.  The  petitioner  has  been  duly  adjudicated  a  bankrupt; 
several  creditors  have  diily  proved  their  claims,  and  have  a 
standing  in  court ;  several  of  these  creditors  have,  in  due 
from,  upon  proper  affidavit  shown  good  cause  for  granting 
the  order  provided  for  by  section  26  of  the  bankrupt  law, 
compelling  the  attendance  of  the  bankrupt  at  the  chambers 
of  this  court  before  me,  and  also  for  the  usual  subptsna 
requiring  the  bankrupt  to  appear  at  the  same  time  and  place 
as  a  witness  in  these  proceedings,  good  cause  having  been 
shown.  I  granted  the  order  and  stibpoena  on  each  application, 
returnable  on  the  same  day  and  at  the  same  time  and  place. 

T.  D.  Pelton,  attorney  for  Henry  N.  Morgan,  a  creditor, 
has  examined  the  bankrupt  and  concluded  his  examination. 

R.  P.  Lee,  attorney  for  Mr. ,  a  creditor,  has  also  duly 

obtained  a  similar  order  and  stibpcena;  the  bankrupt  is  now 
in  court  before  me,  in  obedience  to  all  the  orders  and  sub 
pcenas  which  have  been  issued. 

Mr.  Lee  now  moves  for  the  examination  of  the  bankrupt 
upon  his  order,  immediately  after  the  conclusion  of  theexam- 
intaion  of  the  bankrupt  on  behalf  of  Henry  N.  Morgan,  and 
claims  that  be  has  the  right  to  examine  him  generally  in  the 
case,  the  same  as  if  the  bankrupt  had  notalready  been  exam- 
ined in  this  cause,  by  Henry  N.  Morgan^  and  also  claims  that 
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Buch  creditor  of  the  bankrupt  has  a  right  to  a  separate  exam- 
ination under  section  26  of  the  bankrupt  act,  and  your  Hon- 
or's decision  affirming  my  opinion.  {In  re  Julius  L.  Adams, 
Bankrupt  Begister^  Vol.  Il.y  No.  6,  p.  36.)  Warren  G.  Brown, 
attorney  for  the  petitioner,  objects  to  the  examination  of  the 
petitioner,  on  the  ground  that  when  one  creditor  of  the 
bankrupt  has  had  one  full,  complete  and  exhaustive  exam- 
ination of  the  petitioner,  all  the  other  creditors  are  bound  by 
it ;  no  other  creditor  can  institute  a  new  examination  as  if  it 
were  the  first  examination,  and  that  the  other  creditors  are 
estopped  from  examining  the  bankrupt  upon  the  same  sub- 
ject matter  of  his  first  examination,  and  that,  as  to  them, 
they  are  parties  and  privies  as  co-creditors  of  the  bankrupt, 
and  the  first  examination  is  res  adjudicata;  that  in  order  to 
compel  the  petitioner  to  submit  to  another  examination,  this 
creditor  must  apply  to  the  (court)  register  showing  special 
reasons  why  a  new  examination  should  be  had,  and  for  an 
order  for  that  purpose.  The  question  is  pertinent  to  the 
proceedings,  and  is  of  much  importance  to  the  profession  as 
well  as  parties,  and  the  decision  of  this  court  will  at  once 
settle  the  practice. 

It  has  been  settled  as  a  rule  of  law  by  the  decisions  of  this 
court,  that  proceeding  in  bankruptcy  on  the  part  of  the 
petitioner  is  a  commencement  of  a  suit  in  the  district  court  of 
the  United  States  by  the  bankrupt,  by  virtue  of  the  provis- 
ions of  the  bankrupt  law,  against  his  creditors,  in  which 
action  the  petitioner  is  plaintiff,  and  the  creditors  defendants; 
the  petitioner  askingthis  court  for  a  judgment  against  hiscred- 
itors,  the  defendants,  discharging  him  from  his  indebtedness 
to  them.  By  the  practice  in  the  national,  as  well  as  thp  state 
courts,  each  defendant  has  a  right  to  appear  separately  and 
put  in  a  separate  plea  or  answer,  and  has  the  statutory  right 
to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  be  examined  as  a  witness  as  to  the 
facts  set  up  or  alleged  in  each  separate  plea  or  answer,  and 
there  is  no  rule  or  law  compelling  the  defendants  to  join  in 
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one  plea  or  aoswer,  or  depriving  each  defendant  of  the  ben- 
efit of  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  proceedings  allowed  by  section  26  of  the  bankrupt 
law  are  simular  to  supplemental  proceedings  under  the  Code 
of  this  state^  which  are  a  substitute  for  the  creditors'  bill 
under  our  former  system  of  chancery  practice ;  and  I  deem  it 
good  policy  as  well  as  a  sound  rule  of  law^  that  the  settled 
rules  of  practice  in  reference  to  those  proceedings,  and  under 
creditors'  biIlS|  be  followed  by  this  court  in  the  construction 
of  the  practice  to  be  followed  in  reference  to  the  proceedings 
under  section  26  of  the  bankrupt  law. 

I  hold  that  each  creditor  may  obtain  a  separate  order  for 
the  examination  of  the  bankrupt,  the  same  as  each  judgment 
creditor  could  file  a  creditor's  bill,  and  is  entitled  to  a  sepa- 
rate and  independent  examination  of  the  bankrupt  under 
secton  26  of  the  bankrupt  law,  unless  the  district  court,  on 
motion  of  the  petitioner,  that  the  credtiors  unite  in  one  and 
the  same  examination,  or  that  the  examination  under  one 
order  be  taken  as  the  examination  under  all  other  orders 
granted.  This  the  court  has  the  legal  right  to  do,  as  it  has  the 
power  to  consolidate  the  examinations  under  the  various 
orders  into,  as  it  were,  •ne  examination ;  but  this  should  only 
be  done  in  cases  where  the  affidavits  upon  which  the  orders 
for  examinations  were  granted,  do  not  show  that  the  peti- 
tioner had  disposed  of  a  large  amount  of  property,  nor  show 
any  grounds  for  an  examination  on  the  subject  matter  not 
set  forth  in  the  schedules  attached  to  the  petition  of  the 
bankrupt.  It  is  also  true,  that  the  creditors,  and  each  of 
them,  must  file  separate  specifications  and  objections  to  the 
petitioner's  discharge,  and  in  order  to  do  so,  it  is  absolutely 
necessary  for  them,  and  each  of  them  to  examine  the  peti- 
tioner upon  the  various  points,  and  subject  matters  of  their 
objections. 

This  is  unquestionably  the  correct  practice,  and  should,  to 
a  reasonable  extent,  be  allowed  in  this  and  all  similar  cases, 
as  a  strict  matter  of  right  given  to  the  creditor  by  section  26 
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of  the  bankrupt  law.  But  in  the  judicial  exercise  of  thia 
right  a  sound  discretion  must  be  used  by  the  court ;  the  cred* 
itors  must  be  allowed  the  fuU  extent  of  their  legal  rights,  and 
at  thp  same  time  the  petitioner  must  be  protected  by  the 
court  from  useless  and  unnecessary  re-examinations  upon 
subject  matters,  upon  which  he  has  been  once  fully  and  thor- 
oughly examined ;  in  doing  so,  the  court  must  exercise  a 
sound  discretion  in  the  matter  and  do  substantial  justice  as 
between  all  the  parties.  In  carrying  out  these  views,  I 
allowed  the  Messrs.  Pelton,  counsel  for  Mr.  Morgan,  the 
creditor,  to  whom  an  order  for  the  examination  of  the  peti- 
tioner was  first  granted,  to  take  the  initiative  in  the  exam- 
ination and  to  conclude  their  examination,  Messrs.  Lee,  Coud- 
ert  Brothers,  Chapman  &  Scott,  and  others,  counsel  for  vari- 
ous creditors,  to  take  the  same  testimony  simultaneously,  sO' 
that  the  testimony  taken  under  the  order  granted  to  Mr.. 
Morgan,  becomes  the  testimony  in  the  case  of  each  of  the- 
other  creditors.  I  then  allowed  Mr.  Lee  to  continue  the* 
examination  upon  such  additional  subject  matters  not  previ- 
ously entered  into  by  Messrs.  Pelton,  allowing  all  the  other 
creditors  the  full  benefit  of  his  examination,  granted  the  same 
right  of  examination  to  the  other  creditors  upon  subject  mat- 
ters upon  which  Messrs.  Pelton  and  Mr.  Lee  may  have  omit- 
ted in  their  examintion.  In  this  manner  the  court  is  ena- 
bled to  give  full  force  and  eflect  to  section  26  of  the  bank- 
rupt act,  and  at  the  same  time,  to  save  the  petitioner  fron» 
innecessary  expense,  annoyance  and  delay. 

I  think  it  was  the  evident  intention  of  congress,  that  sound 
discretion  must  be  used  by  the  courts  in  bankruptcy  in  con* 
ducting  the  legal  proceedings,  and  also  in  forming  the  general 
orders  and  rules  in  bankruptcy.  Chief  Justice  Chase  most  cer- 
tainly'  entertained  that  view,  and  appointed  as  registers,  to 
assist  the  district  judges  in  the  discharge  of  their  official 
duties,  men  who  had  much  experience  in  the  legal  profession^ 
and  men,  who,  with  but  few  exceptions,  were  safely  ta  bo 
trusted  with  much  discretionary  power. 
Vol.  XXXYL  18 
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I  therefore. hold|^a9.d  mutter^i^f  MlFf?  il\i|t.eaak  creditor  .who 
pi;ocure8  an  order  h^9,  ^  legal  right  und^r  aectioji  2&  of  tkM 
bankrupt  act,  and  under  the  rulq^.pf  thuic<Hirti  and  the  courfal 
of  the  state^  to  a  full;  fair.an4s^r^bing  examination  of  the 
petitioner,  but  that  the  court  on.  tbo  tri^l  of  the  ciiuse  should 
cause  the  testimony  pf  th^  petjitiopfiri^  whfl|>  th^re.haye.boen 
several  orders  granted,  to  be  taken  .uuder  th^  orders  as.  one- 
order ,  each  creditor  haying  tbe  b^uf^ptiOf  th^.  testimony  aa 
if  taken  under  his  prder*  ^ 

Blatchfobp,  J.    Every ^opeditoi:  .b^  9  rigbtt  und?r  aeqtii^n. 
2ftf  to  exaipine  the  banknipt  oo  oi^tb  as  to  the  mt^tters  specie 
fied  in  that  section.    Such  examipi^tjoa  enures  to  the  benefits 
of  all  the  creditors.    But  the  facit  thi),tone  creditor  haa  exam- 
ined the  bankrupt^  is  no  reason  for  wiithhplding  thepriyUe^. 
from  another  creditor*    Yet  thei  register  mjust^  in  the  exer* 
cise  of  a  sound  discretion,,  so,  reg\ilatp  the  time  and  mi^nner 
and  course  of  the  examinatipns.as  to  protjpct  the  b^krupt. 
from  annoyance  and  oppression  and -mere  delay,  wbilej9i4!tbe. 
"sapie  time  full  and  fair  opportunity  is  allowed  to  the  credit-*, 
ors  to  inquire  as  to  the  mail^ter  spe^ififid  in  the.36tb  sectipQ* 
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Gbob€»  Euhjt  and  arrather,  agt  Joiss  W.  Stevbns  and 
another^  exeout6rg. 


Until  iiMBcb,  ft  eoBtVMl  uHdw  Mai  oanilot  b€  diafehai^ed  or  eren  modified  by  - 
parol. 

Iri^thecaae  6t  a  contract  for  the  delivery  of  a  qaaotity  of  cord  wood,  in  which  tba** 
paAy  eagagfag  Ur  del  iter  reeei^ed  uatil  febraary  1st,  ISST,  for  perfomiance ;  antil 
raeh  tlata  the  oontraot  ia  atUt  nnezaeated  and  npon  it  io  right  of  aotiou  ariees  for 
noil-delivery  andl  the  time  ttipalated  for  arrives.  A  sabseqhent  parol  agreement 
nad#  in  NovemUer,  186B,  and  before  theris  has  has  been  a  failure  to  perform  nnder 
the  first  contnut,  dioagh  fnliy  ezeented,  cannot;  disebatge  the  first  agreements 
Evidence  of  anch  snbseqoent  parol  agreement  is  inadmissible  under  the  case  st*> 
ted^  to  discharge  the  first  agreement. 


Argued  December  10,  1868. 

Decided  December  31,  1868. 

Before  Chief  Justke  RobertsoK,^  M6iIELL  arid  McCunn, 
Justices. 

The  case  came  up  on  appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  on 
a  Verdict  on  a  case  made  containing  exceptions,  and  also  on 
an  appeal  from  an  order  refusing  to  grant  a  new  trial. 

The  action  was  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  a 
written  contract  under  seal^  made  by  the  defendants'  testa- 
tor. It  was  shown  that  in  March,  1866,  the  testator  agreed 
to  sell  and  deliver  to  th<e  plaintiffs  between  the  first  day  of 
April,  1866;  aud  the  first  day  of  Fiebruary,  1867,  7,000  cords 
of  pine  wood. 

The  complaint  alleged  non-performance  by  the  testator  in 
his  life  time,  and  by  the  defendants,  bis  executors  since  his 
death. 

The  defense  Wais  that  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  about 
November,  1866,  the  plaintiffs  and  defendants  agreed  by 
parol,  that  the  defendants  should  deliver  to  the  plaintiffs  all 
the  wood  then  cut  and  lying  on  the  Baker  farm,  and  that  the 
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first  agreement  must  be  cancelled  in  respect  to  the  balance 
of  the  wood  agreed  to  be  delivered  by  such  agreement,  and 
that  the  defendants  should  not  deliver  nor  the  plaintiff  pay 
for  the  same. 

That  under  the  last  mentioned  agreement  the  defendants 
delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  all  tl)e  wood,  so  cut  and  lying  on 
said  farm.  On  the  trial  the  plaintiffs  objected  to  any  evi- 
dence in  support  of  the  defense.  The  objections  were  over- 
fuled  and  the  defendants  were  allowed  to  prove  the  second 
parol  agreement,  and  the  justice  refused  to  charge  the  jury 
that  a  sealed  executory  agreement  could  not  be  released  or 
recovered  by  a  parol  agreement,  but  did  charge  that  if  the 
jury  found  that  the  plaintiffs  agreed,  although  by  parol,  to 
receive  all  their  wood  then  cut,  and  to  cancel  the  contract, 
they  must  render  a  verdict  for  the  defendants.  The  plain- 
tifis  excepted  to  the  admission  of  the  evidence,  and  also  to 
the  charge  and  refusal  to  charge. 

DKinoB  McMaeov,  for  plaintiffs^  appellants. 

I.  Up  fo  the  time  of  the  parol  agreement,  wherein  it  is 
alleged,  that  the  plaintiffs  agreed  to  accept  a  deliveiy  of  all 
the  wood  on  the  Baker  farm  in  satisfaction  of  the  balance  of 
the  7,000  cords  not  delivered  by  the  defendants'  testator  in 
his  life  time,  no  breach  of  the  sealed  contract  had  taken 
place,  for  the  testator  had  until  February,  1867,  to  make  his 
deliveries.  The  alleged  parol  agreement  of  discharge  was 
made  November  1st,  1866.  Then  up  to  this  latter  period 
no  breach  in  the  contract  had  taken  place.  It  was,  there- 
fore, in  full  force  and  effect. 

n.  If  that  be  so,  then  the  learned  judge  below  erred  in 
allowing  the  evidence  to  be  introduced  by  the  defendants 
below,  as  to  the  alleged  agreement  of  accord  and  satisfac- 
tion. 

(a.)  The  agreement  in  question  between  the  appellants, 
and  the  defendants^  testator  was  a  sealed  instrument  which 
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could  not  before  breach  be  discharged  by  a  subsequent  parol 
contract.  {Mitchell  agt.  Hawley,  4  DeniOj  414;  Dewey  agt 
Derby,  20  Johns.  462  5  Keeler  agt.  Salisbury^  27  Barb.  486.) 

(6.)  A  verbal  agreenoent  to  accept  a  future  delivery  of 
goods  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt  created  by  a  sealed  instrument, 
is  no  defense  to  an  action  brought  upon  the  latter,  {Lata- 
rence  agt.  WoodSy  4  Bosw.  364.) 

(c.)  A  sealed  executory  agreement  cannot  be  released  or 
rescinded  by  a  parol  executory  agreement.  {Delacroix  agt 
Buckley y  15  Wend.  71.) 

III.  There  was  no  consideration  to  support  the  subsequent 
parol  understanding,  and  evidence  of  it  was  improperly  ad- 
mitted on  the  trial  below. 

Henry  Nicholl,  for  defendants^  respondents. 

I.  There  was  a  clear  waiver  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifis  of 
performance  by  the  defendants,  of  so  much  of  the  contract 
as  required  an  additional  quantity  of  wood  to  be  cut  on  the 
Baker  farm,  in  case  what  had  already  been  cut,  and  which 
was  lying  there,  did  not  amount  to  the  7,000  cords  agreed 
to  be  delivered  under  the  contract. 

By  the  plaintiffs'  acts  the  defendants  were  prevented  from 
taking  the  necessary  measures  to  have  the  remainder 
of  the  wood  cut  and  delivered,  the  plaintiffs  cannot  thereforo 
now  call  upon  the  defendants  to  perform. 

And  this  is  the  rule  whether  the  contract  be  a  specialty 
or  by  parol.  {Flemings  agt.  Gilbert^  3  Johns.  R  628,  ai^ 
cases  cited  ;  Dewey  agt.  Derby ^  20  Johns.  462 ;  Dearborn  agt. 
CrosSj  7  Cow.  48.) 

U.  The  doctrine  of  these  cases  is  in  no  way  mconsistent 
withholding,  that  a  sealed  instrument  cannot  be  imaived  or 
discharged  by  a  parol  executory  contract. 

So  far  from  being  so  it  will  be  found  on  examining  the 
ca^es  reported  in  this  state,  which  illustrate  the  latter  prin- 
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ciple^  that  th^y  confirm  and  approve  of  the  decisions  already 
cited* 

By  the  courts  Monell,  J.  The  distinction  between  the 
obligation  of  an  executory  contract  under  seal,  and  a  liability 
for  damages  for  a  breach  of  any  of  its  stipulations  is  so  clearly 
defined,  and  the  authorities  so  carefully  collected  in  Clough 
agt.  Murray  (3  Bobt  7),  that  it  is  only  necessary  to  apply 
the  principles  of  such  distinction  to  the  facts  of  this  case. 

It  is  clearly  established  by  these  authorities  that  until  ;i 
)[>reach;  a  contract  under  seal,  cannot  be  discharged  or  even 
modified  by  parol. 

By  the  terms  of  the  contract  between  the  plaintifis  and 
the  defendants'  testator,  the  defendants  had,  until  the  first 
day  of  February,  1 867,  for  performance.  There  could,  there- 
fore, be  no  breach  of  the  contract  until  the  expiration  of  that 
time. 

The  agreement  which  it  was  claimed  was  an  extinguish- 
ment discharge  or  satisfaction  of  the  first  contract,  was  made 
in  November,  1866,  and  before  there  has  been  any  failure  to 
perform  the  first  contract. 

The  latter,  therefore,  was  still  an  unexecuted  contract  upon 
which  no  right  of  action  has  arisen,  for  the  recovery  of  dam- 
.ages  or  otherwise,  and  could  not  be  discharged  or  modified 
by  a  parol  agreement,  notwithstanding  such  parol  agreement 
was  fully  executed. 

r    I  am  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  of  the  parol  agreement 
msB  improperly  admitted. 

There  must,  therefore,  be  a  new  trial,  with  costs  to  the 
appellants  to  abide  the  event. 

Judgment  and  order  set  aside,  and  new  trial  ordered 
^cordingly. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Barymi  F.  Aubbbt,  respondent,  agt  Josiah  M.  FiskSi 

appellant. 

In  an  asCioii  ftgunct  a  eommiMioii  merchant  for  Um  prooredt  of  the  sale  of  propertf 
raeeiyed  from  the  plaintiilk,  the  defendant  eannot  set  ap  as  a  defense,  that  the  sm^ 
ttmtof  the  propeifiy  was  mafle  la  the  name  of  fhe  plalntiilB  b/ mistake ;  tim^ 
should  have  been  shipped  in  the  name  of  third  persons  who  had  made  advanoca 
to  the  plaintiffs  for  a  portion  of  the  property ;  and  bj  the  arrangements  between 
the  pldntiffs  and  snoh  third  persons,  the  proi^ertjr  was  to  be*  shipped  in  the  MMit 
of  the  latter,  and  to  be  sold  on  their  aoeomt 

Snob  allegations  are  irrelevant,  and  are  properly  stricken  oat  as  snch.  It  is  a  prbp- 
otftlon  to  litigate  at  a  Tolimteer,-  a  soppoeM  elahn  ef.  third  persona,  who  are  riM 
paiiies  to  the  snit 

Janwiry  Term^  1867. 

Appeal  from  the  supreme  court  The  action  was  against 
the  defendant,  a  commission  merchant  in  New  York,  for  the 
proceeds  of  property  received  by  him  for  sale  from  E.  % 
Aubrey  &  Co.,  the  assignors  of  the  plaintiff*. 

The  trial  resulted  in  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for 
S2,980.07,  which  was  affirmed  at  the  general  term  in  the  first 
judicial  district.  The  only  question  made  on  the  appeal  to 
this  court,  is  as  to  the  correctness  of  an  interlocutory  order, 
striking  out  portions  of  the  answer  as  irrelevant^ 

It  was  alleged  in  the  complaint,  that  in  1862  the  defend- 
ant  received  from  E.  T.  Aubrey  &  Co  .,  the  assignors  of  the 
plaintiff,  a  quantity  of  wheat  and  bags,  and  sold  the  same  for 
their  account  as  a  commission  merchant ;  that  he  rendered  to 
them  an  account  of  the  sales,  the  net  proceeds  of  which  were 
$3,979.50,  of  which  $1,145.]  6  became  due  on  the  6th  of 
March,  and  the  balance  on  the  25th  of  !May ;  that  he  paid 
$1,200  of  the  amount ;  that  the  balance  was  assigned  to  tb^ 
plaintiff;  that  the  defendant  refused  to  pay  it ;  and  that  sudi 
balance  remained  due  to  the  plaintiff. 
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The  answer,  not  denying  the  material  facts,  alleged,  among 
other  things,  that  the  property  was  shipped  in  the  name  of 
Aubrey  &  Co.  by  mistake,  and  should  have  been  shipped  in 
the  name  of  Solomon  Sturgis  &  Son  ;  that  of  the  property 
received  by  the  defendant  as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  aporr 
tion  was  furnished  by  Sturgis  &  Son,  who  made  advances  to 
Aubrey  &  Co.,  and  by  the  arrangement  between  those  par- 
ties, the  shipment  was  to  be  made  in  the  name  of  Sturgis  & 
Son,  the  same  to  be  sold  on  their  account,  and  the  title  to 
remain  in  them  until  such  sale ;  that  by  mistake  the  ship- 
ment was  made  in  the  name  of  Aubrey  &  Co. ;  that  the  pro- 
feeds  of  the  sales  were  not  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the 
advances  made  to  the  latter  by  Sturgis  &  Son,  and  the  value 
of  the  wheat  received  from  them ;  and  that  the  defendant  did 
not  learn  these  facts  until  after  he  had  rendered  his  account 
of  sales,  but  was  notified  of  them  before  he  paid  over  the  pro- 
ceeds. 

These  portions  of  the  answer  were  struck  out  as  irrelevant 
by  order  of  Judge  Leonard,  at  special  term,  and  the  order 
was  affirmed  at  the  general  term. 

E.  Moore,  far  appelant. 
Edgar  Eetchuh,  ybr  respondent. 

Porter,  J.  The  property  was  received  from  Aubrey  & 
Co*  by  the  defetidant,  who  converted  it  into  money  as  their 
agent,  and  now  proposes  to  detain  the  proceeds  from  his 
principal,  the  pretext  for  converting  the  money  to  his  own 
use  is,  that  it  equitably  belongs  to  Sturgis  &  Son,  as  be- 
tween them  and  the  parties  from  whom  he  received  it.  He 
sets  up  this  claim  of  his  own  motion,  after  rendering  an  ac- 
count of  sales  to  his  principals,  and  seeks  to  excuse  his  breach 
of  duty  by  alleging  outstanding  equities  in  which  he  has  no 
concern.  He  pays  the  money  to  neither  party ;  cloes  not 
offer  to  pay  it  into  court;  does  not  propose  to  interplead 
the  supposed  claimants;  and  complains  that  the  court  will 
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not  permit  him  to  detain  the  proceeds  from  his  principal^ 
while  he  litigates,  as  a  volunteer,  a  supposed  claim  of  third 
persons,  who  are  not  parties  to  the  suit,  and  cannot  be 
bound  by  the  judgement. 

The  supreme  court  was  right  in  striking  out  this  portion 
ot  the  answer  as  irrelevant.  It  constituted  no  defense  to  the 
action,  and  had  no  bearing  on  the  measure  of  damages. 
{Pates  agt.  Stanton^  1  Duerj  79;  Story  on  Bailments^  ^§  461, 
582 ;  AngeU  on  CarrierSy  Sd  ed.  %  335 ;  McKay  agt.  Draper ^ 
27  K  Y.  R  256 ;  City  Bank  ofiNew  Haven  agt.  Perkins^  29 
N.  T.  R.  554;  LaveHy  agt.*  Moore^  33  N.  T.  JB.  658.) 

The  judgment  should  be  afirmed.  Judge  Scrughah  read 
an  opinion  to  the  same  effect. 

All  the  judges  concurring,  judgment  affirmed. 
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UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT. 
In  £0  Louis  Htman. 

Ib  ^oettien  of  pottpoBMiieitU  ftiid  of  otaas  of  «4jotimmMitt  before  regUton  ilMf 
Ml  exanlM  proper  legml  duoretum.  fiobjeet  to  thia  role,  ibey  lUiTO  entire  l^tfU 
eontrol  of  OMet  before  them,  and  maat  exeroiae  their  beat  judgment  in  preyentiug 
vnaeoeaBMy  nnd  ahreaaonable  delaya. 

Jannarif  16,  1869. 

Satdkem  Dittria  0/  NeUf  Y^rh 

Before  Pitch,  Begister. 
'  In  this  cause  oow.peDdirng  before  me,  the  order  to  show 
cause  why  the  discharge  of  the  petitioner  should  not  be 
granted,  has  been  duly  issued,  the  proceedings  thereupon  had, 
an  appearance  put  in  and  specific  objections  filed  by  a  cred- 
itor as  provided  for  by  section  31  of  the  bankrupt  law,  the 
case  duly  sent  to  the  district  judge,  who,  on  the  21st  day  of 
July,  1868,  made  an  order  in  this  cause  to  take  testimony 
therein.  The  attorney  for  the  petitioner,  and  also  the  attor- 
ney for  a  creditor,  each  entered  and  duly  served  a  copy  of 
said  order,  and  the  cause  was  set  down  for  a  hearing  on  July 
£8th,  1868,  by  an  order  made  by  me  in  this  cause.  Under 
the  24th  section  of  the  general  orders  in  bankruptcy,  it  is 
the  practice  of  the  district  courts  to  cause  the  trial  provided 
for  in  said  section  to  be  held  by  the  register  having  the  case 
in  charge ;  this  I  considered  to  be  correct  practice,  because 
it  was  evidently  the  intention  of  congress  to  give  the  regis- 
ter the  same  power  as  the  district  judge  in  the  performance 
of  his  judicial  duties  under  the  bankrupt  act  (^^  as  an  assistant 
to  the  district  judge"),  except  he  is  not  empowered  to  com- 
mit for  contempt,  or  to  hear  a  disputed  adjudication  on  any 
question  of  the  allowance  of  suspension  of  an  order  of  dis- 
charge. (In  re  OetOestany  1  Bank.  Beg.  170.)  Opinion  of 
Bates,  Register,  affirmed  by  Hoffman,  District  Judge 
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It  is  my  opiQion  that  tbe  withholding  by  eongrefls  from 
the  registerB  the  power. to  commit  for  cootompt  of  court, 
has  impeded,  delayed  Jkad  retacded  the  proceedioge  of  th4; 
court  in  the  adminigtratioci  of  the  bankrupt  law,  more  than 
all  other  causes  cofilibined ;  the  attoraeys,  as  well  as  the  reg- 
isters, are  well  aware  of  this  fact,  and  this  is  the  main  reason 
why  the  attorneys  for  the  bankrupts  consult  their  own  conven- 
ience as  to  the  time  of  the  examination  of  a  bankrupt,  select 
their  own  house  to  do  it  in,  consult  their  own  business  engage- 
ments, and  in  various  ways  laake  their  oases  in  bankruptcy 
subservient  to  their  cauaes  in  other  courts  well  knowing  that 
the  registers  cannot  compel  them  to  proceed  with  their  case^ 
and  can  only  exercise  a  moral  influence,  which  his  own  char- 
acter and  position  lias  upon  them.  In  this  case,  conuoene^ 
ing  with  the  28th  day  of  July,  18&8,  the  attorney  for  the 
opposing  creditor  has  applied  for,  either  in  person,  by  tele- 
graph, letters  or  clerks,  for  adjournments,  and  up  to  tiie 
day  of  November,  1868.  In  each  case  asking  an  adjourn- 
ment on  the  ground  of  sidkuess  of  family,  absence  from  the 
city,  or  professional  engagements  ia  the  state  courts,  or  before 
some  other  register.  The  attorney  for  the  petitioner  requests 
these  facts  to  be  certified  to  the  court.  The  time  has  arrived 
when  it  is  absolutely  necessary  that  the  district  court  should 
make  some  rule  in  relation  to  the  trial  of  causes  before  reg- 
isters, as  the  register  cannot  enforce  obedience  to  his  own 
orders,  but  can  only  certify  the  facts  to  the  district  court. 

I  certify  to  your  Honor  that  I  granted  many  of  the  adjourn- 
ments in  this  cause  to  the  attorney  for  the  opposing  creditor, 
on  the  ground  of  his  then  professional  engagements  in  an- 
other court.  This,  I  considered  the  correct  piraotice  under 
the  decision  of  your  Honor.  {In  fie  Matoson^  1  Bmkr.  Meg. 
41.)  But  that  the  time  has  come  when  such  adjournments 
can  no  longer  be  granted  for  the  convenience  of  the  attorney 
for  the  opposing  creditor  in  this  cause,  without  doing  great 
injustice  to  the  petioner,  as  the  creditor's  attorney  has  had 
all  the  delays  the  law  could  possibly  contemjplate  or  justice 


284  ^^^^  TORE  PBACnCE  BEPOBTS. . 

Matter  of  Hjiiuui. 

demand.  At  the  day  last  fixed  for  the  hearing  of  this  cause 
before  me,  the  attorney  for  the  creditor  appeared  by  his  clerk 
and  asked  a  further  adjournment,  on  the  ground  that  the 
attorney  for  the  creditor  had  a  hundred  other  cases,  and  he 
was  then  engaged  in  court.  It  is  a  rule  of  our  state  courts, 
having  reference  to  the  practice  in  this  city,  that  where  a 
lawyer  is  actually  engaged  either  in  the  trial  or  argument  of 
a  cause  in  any  court  of  record,  it  constitutes  a  suiiicient  reason 
for  putting  oil  a  cause  for  the  day  in  wl^ich  the  lawyer  may 
be  attorney  of  record  in  another  court,  such  rule  has  been 
greatly  injurious  in  its  effects,  and  retards  the  business  of  the 
courts. 

It  is  a  well  settled  rule  in  moral  philosophy,  that  when 
duties  conflict,  the  most  important  should  be  observed ;  that 
rule  applies  to  the  lawyers  in  this  city,  they  must  select 
which  of  the  courts  they  will  practice  in ;  they  must  either 
conform  to  the  business  ot  the  court,  or  the  courts  must  so 
arrange  their  business  as  to  suit  the  convenience  of  counsel, 
which  in  this  district  cannot  be  done.  As  a  specimen  of  the 
difficulties  under  which  the  registers  in  this  district  labor  in 
proceedings  similar  to  this,  in  a  case  pending  before  me,  sev- 
eral creditors  had  appeared  by  their  respective  counsel  on 
the  day  set  for  the  hearing,  by  consent  of  all  the  attorneys, 
no  one  of  the  counsel  appeared  for  the  creditors,  but  each 
sent  their  respective  excuses,  namely— one  was  engaged  be- 
fore Justice  Nelson  ;  two  before  your  Honor ;  two  before 
the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court,  and  one  before 
Judge  Sutherland  at  the  special  term  or  chambers  of 
the  supreme  court.  In  order  to  obviate  the  difficulty  as  far 
as  I  could,  and  yet  do  substantial  justice  between  the  parties, 
I  have  fixed  (so  far  as  I  could),  12  M.,  noon,  for  the  trial  of 
causes,  but  have  been  met  with  applications  for  adjournments 
for  the  reason  the  attorneys  for  the  respective  parties  were 
engaged  in  trials  before  referees,  which  were  trials  pending 
in  the  respective  courts.  In  order  that  your  Honor  may  fix 
8  specific  and  definite  rule  as  to  the  practice  in  the  case  I 
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have  specified,  I  hold :  First.  That  the  supreme  court  of 
the  United  States  and  its  two  branches,  the  circuit  and  dis- 
trict courts,  are  the  highest  judicial  tribunals  of  the  land, 
take  precedence  of  all  the  state  courts,  and  must  be  respected 
and  obeyed  accordingly,  and  that  attorneys  practicing  therein 
must  give  preference  to  causes  pending  in  the  United  States 
courts  and  all  the  branches  thereof,  as  against  the  causes 
pending  in  the  state  courts.  Second.  That  the  rules  and 
practice  of  the  state  courts  as  to  engagements  in  causes  pend- 
ing in  the  state  courts,  will  not  be  considered  by  the  United 
States  courts  '^as  good  cause  shown,^  why  a  cause  pending 
in  any  branch  of  the  district  court  should  be  adjourned,  unless 
by  consent,  for  the  convenience  of  attorneys  actually  engaged 
in  the  state  courts.  Third.  That  when  an  attorney  for  an 
opposing  creditor  unreasonably  delays  the  proceedings  in  a 
cause  before  a  register  under  section  24  of  the  general  orders, 
such  unreasonable  delay  is  equivalent  to  an  abondonment  of 
the  right  to  proceed  under  the  order,  and  it  becomes  the 
duty  of  the  register  to  certify  the  proceedings  to  the  court 
with  the  usual  certificate  of  conformity  similar  to  the  prac- 
tice of  the  state  courts  in  dismissing  a  complaint  for  want 
of  prosecution,  as  the  bankrupt  has  rights  in  the  matter 
which  the  courts  are  bound  to  respect. 

Blatchford,  J.  The  proceedings  before  a  register  are  to 
be  conducted  by  him  with  the  exercise  of  a  proper  legal  dis- 
cretion and  subject  to  that  rule,  are  entirely  viithin  his  con- 
trol. 

If  a  party  unreasonably  refuses  to  proceed  in  a  matter,  the 
matter  must  proceed  without  him,  and  the  register  must  see 
that  it  proceeds  in  whatever  manner  may  be  proper.  No 
new  or  further  order  or  rule  on  the  subject  is  necessary.  The 
registers  have  ample  authority  in  the  premises,  and  should 
exercise  it  to  prevent  unreasonable  and  unnecessary  delays. 
No  general  inflexible  law  can  be  laid  down  in  respect  to  post- 
ponements or  adjournments  by  them.    Every  case  must  be 
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treated  on-  its' own  iMritB,<  with  the  exepei#e  of  -  legal  disere^ 
tioD  and  aecording  to  thtt  beelkjui^meiit  of  tlie  register. 


COTJHT  OF  APPEALS. 

Cexbi^es  H.  Van  DnsEX,  as  receiver  of  PfiiLO  HiSKiKSy  agt. 
DxsTEL  Worrell. 

Parti  tMfikMJk  pttrp&Af  adiiilMiUe  id  prora  Hiot  a'  wMtinty  d«M,  irinoliite  on  h** 
l!Me^wa»8iTeiir to moom  » qiMifio ratt «f  mOMji  In  Uie«iMifcpM«f  ft movtgHS^ 

Janucny  Termy  1867. 

This  was  an  action  in  equity,  brought -by,  the  receiver  of 
Philo  HaskinSy  claiming,  to  recover  from  the  defendant,  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  certain  lands,  or  of  the  value  thereof, 
with  certain  deductions,  on  the  ground  that  the  lands  were 
conveyed  to  the  defendant  by  way  of  mortgage  for  the  secu- 
rity of  a  certain  debt»  The  defendant  claimed  to  be  the  abr 
solute  owner,  and  denied  all  liability.  The  referee  found  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  general  term  of  the  eighth  dis- 
trict afiirraed  his  judgment  The.iact»«remoreparticulariy 
stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

P.  L.  Ely,  for  appellant. 

Hunt,  J.  On  the  17th<  daf  of  June,  1846,  Philo  Haskins, 
being  the^  owner  of  about  forty-^ight  acres  of  land,  executed 
to  the  defendand  and  one  Joshua  Worrell  his  mortgage  upon 
the  same/  to  secure  the  pajrtnent  of  two  hundred  dollars,  and 
accompanied^  the  eame  by  his  bond.  On  the  Slst  day  of 
January,  18M,. Joshua  assigned  his  interest  in  the  bond  and 


MEWTOKE  PBAOTIGE  BSPOBTa  287 

▼a  Dueo  agt.  Worrell. 

DMrtgage  to  the  defancktat.  On  that  day  the  defendant  lent 
to  Haftkins  a  further  sam- of  three  hundred  dollars,  and  Hask^ 
ins  and  wife  executed  to  htm  a  warranty  deed  of  the  forty- 
eight  acres*  This  deed  was  given  as  securty  for  the  three 
hundred  dollani  then  loaned,  and  for  the  amount  remaining 
nnpaid  on  the  bond  and  mortgage  before  mentioned.  The 
defendant  and  his  wife  afterwards  sold  the  premises  to  Wil- 
liam B.  Follett  for  the  sum  jf  fourteen  hundred  dollars. 
This  action  is  brought,  asking  a  judgment  that  Worrell  was 
a  trustee  of  Haskins  for  the  balance,  after  deducting  the  three 
hundred  dollars  loaned,  the  amount  due  on  the  bond  and 
mortgage,  with  a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  trouble  of 
the  defendant,  and  that  he.be  directed  to  pay  over  such  bal- 
lance.  The  referee  found  a  balance  of  twelve  hundred  and 
twelve  dollars  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiiT  as  receiver  of  Hask- 
ins, for  which  he  rendered  judgment  in  his  favor,  and  the 
general  term  of  the  eighth  district  affirmed  his  judgment 
The  defendant  now  appeals  to  this  court.  "^ 

But  a  single  question  is  presented  for  our  consideration, 
to  wit:  was  it  competent  for  the  plaintiff* to  prove  that  the 
deed  from  Haskins  to  Worrell,  although  in  form  an  abso- 
lute conveyance,  was  in  fact,  by  the  engagement  of  the  par- 
ties, a  mortgage  merely  t  This  question  was  decided  in 
favor  of  the  respondent  in  Hodges  agt.  Tennessee  Fire  and 
Marine  Insurance  Co.  (4  Seld.  416),  and  was  again  decided 
by  this  court  in  the  same  manner,  in  June,  1866,  not  yet 
reported,  in  the  case  of  Laveridge  agt.  Oyer. 

Judgment  should  be  af&rmed  with  10  per  cent  damages. 

All  affirm. 


Parker,  J.  The  parol  evidence  admitted  by  the  referee 
upon  the  trial,  tending  to  show  that  the  deed  from  Haskins 
to  the  defendant  was  intended  as  a  mortgage,  was  properly 
received.  {Hodges  agt.  Tennessee  Ins.  Co.y  4  Seld.  416 ; 
Sturtevant  agt.  Sturtevant^  20  N.  Y.  R.  39.) 
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The  referee  found  the  fis^ct  that  it  was  intended  as  a  mort- 
gage,  upon  sufficient  evidence.  Hence  lies  conclusion  of 
law  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  money 
received  by  defendant  upon  a  sale  of  the  premises,  after 
deducting  the  sums  and  interest  which  it  was  given  to  secure, 
and  defendant's  reasonble  charges  for  effecting  the  sale,  was 
one  of  which  the  defendant  has  no  right  to  complain. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

All  affirm. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Mary  Flinn  agt.  Millie  D.  Powebs. 

The  contract  of  an  tnfatU  it  not  void,  bot  Toidable  only.  It  is  a  sobBiBting  liabilitj, 
reqniring  however,  ratifieation  by  the  tn/bnf,  afUr  he  beeonus  tveutff-otu  yean  of  ojfe, 
before  it  can  be  enforced. 

Where  a  married  womoHf  being  an  in/ant,  took  a  deed  of  land,  npon  which  there 
Was  an  existing  mortgage,  which  she  assomed  to  pay  as  a  part  of  the  considera- 
tion money  for  the  premises  conveyed ;  snbseqaently,  and  while  an  infant,  she 
conveyed  the  premises  with  warranty  of  title  and  took  the  pnrchRser's  covenant 
to  assume  the  same  mortgage,  and  on  a  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  sobeeqaently, 
and  after  she  had  become  of  full  age,  she  appeared  in  the  foreclosure  snit  by  attor- 
ney and  put  in  no  answer,  and  judgment  was  entered  in  foreclosure  as  if  she  bad 

-   been  an  adult  during  the  whole  transaction : 

ffddj  that  by  her  suffering  the  foreclosure  complaint,  in  which  she  was  made  a 
defendant,  to  be  taken  as  confessed  by  her,  she  determined  that  the  act  dona  by 
her  in  infancy — ^the  covenant  to  assume  and  pay  the  mortgage,  should  stand,  and 
rendered  her  liable  for  a  deftoiency.  (LoTT,  J,,  dutenting.  Affiming  8.  O,  a< 
ipseia/  Urrn^  35  Eom,  279.) 

Kings  General  Termj  December^  1868. 

Before  Lott,  P.  J".;  Basnabd,  Oilbebt  and  Tappen, 
Justices. 

On  the  20th  of  February,  1855,  one  Edward  A.  Walsh 
was  the  owner  of  a  piece  of  real  estate  in  the  city  of  New 
York.  On  or  about  that  day  he  gave  a  bond  and  mortgage 
upon  said  lot  to  one  Whitehead  to  secure  the  payment  of 
$3,596. 

On  the  20th  of  June,  1856,  Walsh  conveyed  said  property 
to  the  defendant  for  the  consideration  of  $9,300;  the  defend* 
ant  in  the  deed  of  conveyance  assumed  and  agreed  to  pay  the 
mortgage. 

At  the  time  the  defendant  took  such  conveyance  from 
Walsh,  she  was  but  nineteen  or  twenty  years  of  age. 

On  the  21st  of  January,  1857,  the  defendant,  before  she 
became  of  age,  conveyed  such  property  to  one  Brouwer  for 
Vou  XXXVL  19 
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thie  consideration  of  $12,000;  Brouwer  also  agreed  to  pay 
this  mortgage. 

On  the  7th  day  of  June,  1860,  Whitehead  commenced  an 
action  in  the  supreme  court  to  foreclose  such  mortgage,  and 
made  the  defendant  a  party  defendant  by  serving  her  with  a 
summons  and  complaint  and  notice  of  the  action. 

The  defendant  appeared  in  that  action  by  her  attorney, 
but  did  not  answer,  and  a  judgment  was  entered  therein  on 
the  20th  of  July,  1860. 

The  property  was  sold  under  such  foreclosure,  and  on  the 
10th  of  September,  1860,  a  judgment  was  entered  against 
Walsh  for  $1,504.04  deficiency. 

On  the  19th  of  December,  1866,  Walsh  paid  this  judg- 
ment for  deficiency,  and  assigned  his  claim  against  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiff*  in  this  action. 

During  all  these  transactions  the  defendant  was  and  still 
is  a  married  woman. 

be  is  now  the  owner  of  several  pieces  of  real  estate  in 
ber  own  right,  and  has  a  separate  estate. 

The  cause  was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  and  a 
judgment  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant, 
charging  her  separate  estate  with  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment for  deficiency. 

From  that  judgment  so  entered,  this  appeal  is  taken. 

The  defendant  claims  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
recover,  on  the  following  grounds : 

First  Because  at  the  time  of  this  transaction  the  defend- 
ant was  a  married  woman. 

Second.  Because  at  the  time  she  took  this  deed  and  entered 
into  this  covenant,  and  at  the  time  she  sold  the  property^  she 
was  an  infant  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 

Ira  D.  Warren,  for  appellant 

T.  The  conveyance  to  the  defendant  and  the  covenant  to 
pay  this  mortgage  was  made  June  20th,  1856;  so  that  the 
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qtl^ioii  in  this  case  must  be  determined  by  the  law  as  it 
then  stood,  unaffected  by  any  subsequent  statute. 

Prior  to  the  act  of  1860,  the  only  cases  where  the  separate 
estate  of  a  married  woman  could  be  charged,  was — 

First*  Where  the  instrument  creating  the  debts  charged 
it  upon  her  separate  estate. 

Seconds    Where  the  debts  were  contracted  for  the  benefit^ 
of  her  separate  estate.      {Yale  agt.  DedereTf  18  N.  Y.  R: 
265.) 

The  deed  by  which  she  assumed  to  pay  the  mortgage  in* 
question,  contained  nothing  charging  this  upon  her  separate 
efirtate,  and  the  question  is :    Was  the  covenant  assuming  to^ 
pay  the  mortgage  in  question,  for  the  benefit  of  her  separatis 
estate! 

The  question  at  once  suggests  itself;  if  a  married  woman's^ 
whole  separate  estate  is  bound  on  a  personal  obligation  by ' 
which  she  agrees  to  pay  a  third  party's  mortgage,  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  imagine  a  case  where  a  married  woman's  separate 
estate  is  not  bound  for  any  debt  contracted  by  her. 

The  finding  of  the  court  that  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  her 
separate  estate  is  a  conclusion  of  law,  and  not  a  finding  of 
ftcts;  it  was  so  held  in  the  case  of  Yale  agt.  Dederer  (22  N. 
Y.  R  451 ;  37  N.  Y.  B.  35.) 

The  finding  of  the  court  that  it  was  in  her  se]>arate  bus!-' 
ness  has  no  bearing  on  this  case.  Prior  to  the  laws  of  1860| 
a  married  woman  could  not  carry  on  business  and  bind  her- 
self.   This  transaction  took  place  in  1 856. 

This  case  is,  therefore,  to  be  examined  on  the  law  as  it 
existed  prior  to  1860. 

Was  the  purchase  of  this  pr6perty  by  Mrs.  Powers,  and 
the  assumption  of  the  mortgage  in  question,  for  the  benefit 
of  her  separate  estate  at  the  time  of  the  purchase! 

It  was,  or  was  not,  a  valid  contract  at  that  time.    It* 
could  not  be  one  or  the  other,  depending  on  what  she  subset 
qhently  got  for  the  property.     (2  Esp.  472 ;  1  Salbe.  386.) 

It  does  not  appear  that  she  had  any  separate  estate  at  the ' 
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time  of  this  transaction  to  be  benefited.  If  by  this  purchase 
she  acquired  a  separate  estate^  then  the  estate  so  acquired 
is  the  only  estate  to  be  charged.  {BaUin  and  others  agt. 
miaye,  37  N.  T.  R.  36.)  I 

^'  A  married  woman,  by  accepting  a  deed  of  land  subject  to 
^^  mortgage^  and  covenanting  to  pay  the  mortgage,  does  not 
^'  bind  herself  nor  any  of  her  separate  property,  other  than 
^^  the  land  so  conveyed,  unless  such  deed  and  covenant  are 
^'  made  in  the  course  of  a  trade  or  business  carried  on  by 
*'  her."     {Brown  agt.  Hermann^  14  Abb.  394.) 

This  obligation  incurred  by  Mrs.  Po'ivers  was  a  personal 
guarantee  that  the  property  she  purchased  was  worth  the 
amount  of  the  mortgage.  It  was  not  a  present  debt,  but  a 
contingent  liability  in  the  nature  of  security  for  the  mortgage, 
which  require  express  words  to  charge  it  upon  her  ^estate. 
{Yale  agt.  Bederer,  18  N.  T.  R.  265 ;  Id.  22  N.  Y.  R;  Cur- 
tis agt.  Engle^  2  Sand/.  Ch.  287.) 

It  is  difficult  to  conceive  how  assuming  and  agreeing  to 
pay  a  mortgage  on  property  which  sold  for  Sl»500  less  than 
the  mortgage,  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant's  separate 
estate. 

It  is  nothing  more  nor  less  then  a  guarantee  of  this  mort- 
gage, and  I  cannot  conceive  how  such  a  contract  could,  in 
the  slightest  degree,  benefit  her  separate  estate. 

There  is  a  wide  and  marked  distinction  between  this  case 
and  the  case  of  BaUin  agt.  DiUaye  (37  N.  Y.  R.  35). 

In  the  case  of  White  agt.  McNett  (33  N.  Y.  R.  371), 
the  court  hold  that  it  must  appear  that  the  contract  was  for 
the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate,  and  that  the  guarantee  of 
a  mortgage  which  a  married  woman  had  taken  on  the  sale 
of  her  real  estate  was  not  binding  on  her,  because  it  appeared 
that  her  husband  received  the  proceeds  of  such  mortgage... 
Had  she  received  the  money,  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  how 
her  guarantee  would  benefit  her  separate  estate,  unless  it 
was  proved  that  she  obtained  a  better  price  for  the  mortgage 
on  account  of  the  guarantee. . 
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In  order  to  show  that  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  her  separate 
•state,  the  plaintiffi  should  have  proved  and  the  court  found 
that  the  property  was  worth  mo're  than  she  paid  at  the  time 
die  bought  it.  If  it  was  worth  exactly  what  she  paid,  or 
lesSt  how  was  her  separate  estate  benefited? 

n.  At  the  time  the  defendant  bought  this  property  and 
assumed  to  pay  this  mortgage,  and  at  the  time  she  sold  the 
property  to  J.  Brouwer,  she  was  an  iniant  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one. 

A  suit  for  a  foreclosure  of  this  mortgage  was  commenced 
and  a  summons  and  notice  of  the  object  of  the  action  served 
on  the  defendant  after  she  became  of  age. 

The  court  holds  that  the  fact  that  she  appeared  in  that  suit 
by  an  attorney  and  raised  no  question  of  infancy,  was  a  rati- 
fication' or  affirmance  of  the  contract. 

We  submit  this  is  not  an  affirmance  of  the  contract.  No 
act  was  done  by  the  defendant  showing  any  intention  to 
affirm  the  contract,  nor  anything  from  which  a  new  promise 
to  pay  the  debt  could  be  inferred  (assuming  it  to  be  an  exist- 
ing indebtedness).  {OoodseU  agt.  Myers,  3  Wend.  479 ; 
Hodges  agt.  Hunt,  22  Barb.  151 ;  Voorhies  agt.  VoorhieSy  24 
Id.  160 ;  Jackson  agt.  Burehin^  14  John.  124 ;  Whitney  agt. 
Dutchy  14  Mass.  460 ;  Millard  agt.  Hewletty  19  Wend.  301 ; 
Wakeman  agt.  Shermanj  5  Seld,  91 ;  Bigehtv  agt.  GranniSj 
2  HiU.  120]  Everson  agt.  Carpenter^  17  Wend.  419;  20 
American  Jurist^  268 ;  2  Kenty  9th  ed,  264,  note  3  and  cases; 
Parsons  on  ContractSy  271 ;  Smith  agt.  Mayoy  9  Mass.  62; 
OaUey  agt  CranCy  21  Pich.  523.) 

At  the  time  the  foreclosure  suit  was  commenced,  there 
was  no  debt  due  under  this  covenant.  It  was  a  contingent 
liability  depending  upon  what  the  property  sold  for.  It 
was  time  enough  to  disaffirm  it  when  any  claim  was  made 
under  it.  An  appearance  by  attorney  in  that  suit  would,it 
peems  to  us,  repel  the  idea  of  an  affirmance  by  her,  rather 
that  confirm  it.  Certainly,  when  she  was  served  with  a 
notice  that  no  personal  claim  was  made  against  her,  she  was 
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.not  called  upon  to  object  nor  raise  any  question  of  infancy. 
'Had  she  done  so^  she  would  have  been  charged  with  costs. 
{Code,  §  131.) 

She  had  disposed  of  the  property  to  Brouwer  be/ore  she 
became  of  age;  therefore  that  was  no  affirmance.  {Story  on 
Contracts^  ^68;  20  American  Jurist^  267;  1  JParsons  on 
.OontractSy  267.) 

In  the  case  of  Lynde  agt.  Suddy  the  infant. conveyed  tfap 
property  with  warranty  after  she  became  of  age.  In  the.eaaB 
of  Henry  agt.  Root  (33  N.  Y.  R.)y  the  anme  doctrine  was 
affirmed  on  the  same  facts^  and  the  question  of  what  coosti* 
tutes  an  affirmance  fully  discussed. 

in.  The  court  holds  in  this  case  that  before  the  defendant 
i)an  sustain  the  defense  of  infancy  she  must  restore  what  she 
has  received. 

This  is  undoubtedly  so  where  an  adtdi  seeks  in  equity  to 
^et  aside  a  contract  made  during  hb  minority  upon  which  he 
has  received  payments. 

The  court  say  in  such  a  case  to  the  party  coming  into  a 
court  of  equity^  your  contract  is  voidable,  but  where  you  ask 
for  affirmative  relief,  to  have  your  propeiiy  restored  to  you, 
you  must  also  restore  what  you  received  for  your  property. 
(Story  on  ContractSy  §  63.) 

But  we  submit  this  is  not  so  in  an  action  at  law  by  one 
^ho  has  taken  an  infant's  contract  by  assignment,  to  recover 
on  the  contract  so  assigned  after  the  infant  becomes  of  age. 

The  defense  of  infancy  is  a  strict  legal  defense.  It  is  not 
incumbent  on  the  defendant  when  she  puts  in  a  defense  of 
infancy  to  first  restore  the  consideration.  Infancy  is  a  per- 
fect and  complete  defense.  (1  Parsons  on  Contracts,  267, 
268,  and  note ;  Story  on  ContractSy  ^  60.) 

Suppose  she  had  given  her  note  for  the  price  of  this  prop- 
erty instead  of  assuming  to  pay  the  mortgage,  and  before  she 
became  of  age  had  sold  the  property  and  spent  the  money. 
Can  it  be  said  that  she  could  not  interpose  a  defense  of  infancy 
until  she  had  restored  the  bonsideration  of  the  note?    Sup- 
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pose  the  note  had  changed  a  dozen  times^  who  is  it  to  be 
restored  to. 

We  submit  that  no  case  can  be  found  where  the  defense 
of  infancy^  in  an  action  at  law,  has  been  made  to  depend 
upon  a  restoration  of  the  consideration  of  the  contract  sued 
on.     {Shaw  agt  Boyd^  5  Serg.  &  Bawle,  309.) 

In  a  case  like  the  present  where  the  property  had  been 
disposed  of  by  the  infant  before  she  became  of  age,  the  seller 
has  no  remedy.  {Story  on  Contracts^  §§  60  and  62 ;  Ameri- 
.  can  Jurist,  Vol  20,  260  j  1  Parsons  on  Contracts,  267,) 

IV.  The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
ordered,  with  costs.  . 

A.  Paksons, /or  respondent. 

First.  The  defendant  (although  a  married  woman),  was 
competent  to  receive  and  convey  the  real  estate  in  question 
the  same  aaa/enie  sole.  Acts  of  1848  and  1849,  for  the  more 
effectual  protection  of  the  property  of  married  women. 
{BaUin  agt.  DiUayej  37  N.  J.  R.  35.) 

Second.  The  power  of  the  said  acts  of  1848  and  1849, 
enabling  the  wife  to  receive  and  convey  real  estate  the  same 
as  dkfeme  sole^  carried  with  it;  also,  the  power  to  charge  such 
estate,  substantially  in  the  manner  and  to  the  extent  previ- 
ously authorized  by  the  rules  in  equity  in  respect  to  separate 
estates:  And  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife  was  chargeable 
in  equity  for  any  debt  she  might  contract  on  the  credit  of  or 
for  the  benefit  of  such  estate. 

Under  the  provisions  of  said  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  said 
estate  is  now  legally  liable  for  such  debts,  and  as  to  such 
estate  the  wife  is  regarded  as  a  feme  sole.  {Ballin  agt.  DiS- 
aye,  37  N.  T.  R.  35;  Yale  agt.  Dederer,  22  N.  T.  JR.  450 ; 
Knolls  agt.  Be  Leyer^  26  How.  468 ;  Gardner  agt.  Gardner^ 
7  Paige^  112;  The  North  American  Coal  Co.  agt.  Byett,  7 
Paige,  9.) 

nird.  The  obligation  which  the  defendant  took  upon 
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herself  by  the  covenant  to  pay  said  mortgage  i^as  a  direct 
benefit  to  her  separate  estate,  which  estate  is  therefore 
chargeable  with  the  payment  of  the  deficiency  in  question. 
{Cases  cited  under  second  paint.) 

1.  Judge  Tappen  finds  as  fact,  that  the  consideration  oi 
said  covenant  was  a  direct  benefit  te  her  separate  estate.    • 

2.  In  this  case  the  obligation  of  the  defendant  by  said 
covenant  enabled  her  to  acquire  a  separate  estate  and  hold  and 
enjoy  the  same,  and  receive  the  benefits  and  profits  thereof 
and  also  enable  her  to  subsequently  sell  it  for  $2,700,  more 
than  she  paid  for  it.  It  was  therefore  a  direct  benefit  to 
her  separate  estate. 

(3.)  In  BdUin  agt.  DiUajfe  (^i^a),  the  judge  says ; 

'^  For  how  can  it  be  said  that  a  debt  contracted  upon  the 
'^  purchase  of  property  which  purchaser  takes  into  possession, 
'*  and  enjoys  and  disposes  of,  is  not  a  debt  contracted  for  the 
'^  benefit  of  the  purchaser's  estate,  and  her  separate  estate  as 
"  a  whole  becomes  liable  for  any  indebtedness  contracted  by 
'^  her  for  its  benefit  to  any  extent.''  Also,  see  case  decided 
in  this  2d  district  before  Judges  Brown,  Lott  and  Schruo- 
HAM.  {KnoUs  agt.  De  Leyerj  26  How.  468 ;  S.  C.  41  Barb. 
208 ;  S.  C.  17  Abb.  312.) 

Fourth.  The  defendant's  contract  being  chargeable  upon 
her  separate  estate,  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the  same  ex- 
tent, as  that  of  Ekf erne  sole  {BaUin  agt.  DiUaye^  supra)^  there* 
fore,  when  she  accepts  a  deed,  and  thereby  receives  the  land* 
and  benefits  thereof,  the  terms  of  which  deed  required  her 
to  pay  a  mortgage  subject  to  which  the  land  was  cenveyed, 
her  estate  is  liable  to  be  charged  with  the  payment  of  the 
mortgage  when  due.  {Rawson  agt.  Copland^  2  Sandf.  251 ; 
HaUey  agt.  Beedj  9  Baige^  446 ;  Ferris  agt.  Crawfordy  2  Defi. 
699.) 

.  Fifth.  The  infancy  of  the  defendant  was  not  well  estab- 
lished. 

Sixth.  The  infancy  of  a  married  woman  is  a  question  dis-^ 
Hnctjrom  coverture,  each  must  be  considered  by  itself,  neither 
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can  derive  any  additional  force  by  being  coupled  with  the 

other.     {Boole  agt.  Mix\  17  Wend.  119.) 

Seventh.  Covenants  of  this  kind  are  only  voidable  not  void. 

(2  KefU^s  Com.  234,  and  cases  there  cited;  Eagle  Fire  Co.  agt 

Lentj  6  PagCy  635;  Delano  agt.  Blahe,  11  Fi^nJ.  8S;  jETanry 

agt.  jB(»^  ,33  N.  Y.  R.  543.) 
Eighth.  In  order  to  make  such  covenant  void  an  infant 

must  do  mme  positive  act  of  disaffirmance  after  he  comes  of 

age.     {Boole  agt.  Mix^  17   Wend.  119;  Kline  agt.  JSeede,  6 

CW.  494.) 
(1 .)  The  defendant  has  not  done  anything  to  indicate  thai 

she  would  make  this  covenant  void,  but,  on  the  contrary^ 

she  had  positively  affirmed  the  same  by  her  acts  subsequent  to 
purchase. 

Ninth.  If  the  defendant  affirmed  the  deed  to  her  in  part 
she  affirmed  it  in  the  whole.'  (Z^ncJ  agt.  Buddj2  Paige^  191.) 
Tenth.  The  defendant  purchased  this  property,  and 
enjoyed  its  use,  and  sold  it  at  a  profit,  she  must  be  consid- 
ered as  having  elected  to  confirm  the  contract,  and  she  cannot 
afterwards  avoid  the  payment  of  the  consideration.  {Henry 
agt.  Boot,  33  JV:  Y.  B.  561.) 

Eleventh.  If  the  defendant  desired  to  avoid  the  said  con- 
tract when  coming  of  age  on  the  ground  of  infancy,  she  m  ist 
restore  the  consideration  and  benefit  she  had  received  there- 
from. She  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  the  contract  on  one 
side  without  returning  the  equivalent  on  the  other.  (2  Kenfs 
Com.  240 ;  Badger  agt.  Phinney,  15  Mass.  359 ;  Bartholomew 
agt.  FinnetnorCj  17  Barb.  428 ;  Henry  agt.  Boot^  33  N.  Y.  B. 
553;  Lynd  agt.  Budd^  2  PaigCj  191 ;  Kitchen  agt.  Leey  11 
Paige,  107.) 

(1.)  The  plaintiffs  assignor  in  this  case  parted  with  the 
premises  in  question  to  the  defendant,  on  the  condition  that 
said  premises  should  be  subject  to  said  mortgage,  and  that 
the  defendant  assumed  and  promised  to  pay  the  same,  and 
thus  relieving  the  plaintiflf  's  assignor  therefrom.    The  defend* 
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ant  could  not  avoid  her  part  of  the  contract  and  still  retain 
the  premises  and  all  the  profits  therefrom. 

By  the  courtj  J.  F.  Bajknabd,  J.  It  is  now  established  tbi^t 
the  contractsof  an  infant  are  voidable  only  and  not  void»  and 
are  subsisting  liablities,  requiring  however^  ratification  after 
such  infant  becomes  twenty-one  to  be  enforced  {Henry  agt. 
Boot  33  N.  Y.  R  526).  The  defendant,  while  an  infant, 
took  a  conveyance  from  Edward  A.  Walsh  of  certain  Uncis 
in  New  York,  on  which  there  was  at  the  time  of  the  convey- 
ance by  Walsh  to  defendant^  a  mortgage  given  by  Walsh  to 
< Samuel  Whitehead.  This  mortgage  was  deducted  from  th^ 
purchase  price  of  the  land  and  the  defendant  as  part  of  the 
price,  agreed  to  pay  Whitehead  the  amount  thereof;  subse- 
quently and  while  still  under  age,  the  defendant  conveyed 
the  premises  at  a  considerable  advanced  price  to  John 
Brouwer,  deducted  the  same  mortgage  from  the  considera- 
tion, and  'Brouwer  in  like  manner,  as  she  had  done,  agreed 
to  pay  his  mortgage.  The  mortgage  was  not  paid  and 
Whitehead  foreclosed ;  Walsh  defendant  and  Brouwer  were 
defendants  in  this  action.  Defendant  was  then  of  full  agQ. 
She  appeared  by  attorney  and  put  in  no  answer.  Judgment 
was  entered  on  the  foreclosure  4uit  as  if  she  had  been  ap 
adult  during  tlie  whole  tranaaction.  She  might  have  spoken.; 
she  was  silent  and  permitted  the  rights  of  the  parties. to  be 
passed  upcm  and  determined  as  if  she  was  a  person  capable 
of  conveying  and  receiving  a  conveyance.  If  there  had  been 
a  surplus  upon  the  foreclosure  sale,  the  defendant's  graptee 
-would  have  been  entitled  to  it. 

If  she  then  had  repudiated  her  purchaase  of  Walsh  and 
her  sale  to  Brouwer^  all  parties  were  before  the  court  and 
Walsh  could  have  been  protected*  By  her  suffering  the  fore- 
closure complaint  to  be  taken  as  confessed  by  her,  sh^ 
determined  that  the  act  done  by  her  in  infancy  should  stand ; 
she  and  Brouwer  were  made  defendants,  as  grantees  subse- 
quently to  Whitehead's  mortgage. 
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It  is  too  late  after  she  takes  her  chance  for  the .  surplus  or 
permits  her  grantee  to  have  a  right  to  the  surplus,  as  if  the 
conveyances  were  good^  to  set  up  this  defense  of  infancy  to 
escape  deficiency.  The  judgment  should  be  affirmed  with 
costs.  , 

LoTTy  p.  J.^  dissenting.  The  learned  judge  who  tried  this 
action  without  a  jury  has  found  as  a  fact,  that  the  defendant 
was  an  infant  at  the  time  she  received  the  deed  containing 
the  assumption  and  agreement  on  her  part  to  pay  the  amount 
secured  by  the  mortgage  in  question,  and  that  she  had  not 
attained  full  age  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  subsequently 
executed  and  delivered  by  her  to  John  Brouwer  of  the  prop- 
erty covered  by  the  mortgage,  and  referred  to  in  his  findings 
of&ct.  That  conveyance  can  consequently  not  operate  as 
an  affirmance  or  satisfaction  of  the  original  assumption  and 
agreement,  and  I  do  not  ^nd  any  promise,  declaration  or  acta 
by  her  after  she  became  of  full  age,  by  which  she  agreed  to 
ratify  that  contract  or  which  in  any  manner,  import  a  recog- 
nation  or  confirmation  of  it.  The  naked  fact  found  by  the 
judge  that  she  was  made  a  party  to  the  action  for  the  fore- 
ctosure  of  the  mortgage  and  appeared  therein  by  her  attor- 
ney, that  a  sale  was  under  the  judgment  therein  for  a  price 
insufficient  to  pay  the  amount  due  thereon,  and  that  the 
plaintifi^s  assignor  subsequently  paid  the  deficiency  or  balance 
that  remained  due  in  pursuance  of  the  direction  and  require- 
ment of  that  judgment  is  not  sufficient.  It  does  not  appear 
that  any  answer  was  put  in  for  her  or  that  any  act  whatever 
except  such  appearance  was  done  by  her  or  her  attorney  in 
the  action ;  nor  is  it  found  that  the  fact  of  such  assumption 
or  agreement 'was  alleged  in  the  complaint;  and  as  the  liabil- 
ity of  her  grantor  to  satisfy  and  discharge  the  deficiency  arose 
out  of  his  personal  obligation  to  pay  the  mortgage,  there  was 
no  necessitiy  of  setting  out  any  of  the  contents  of  the  deed 
made  by  him  to  her,  and  it  will  not  be  assumed  that  they 
were.     There  was  therefore  not  even  an  admission  by  the 
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defendant,  assuming  that  she  suffered  jadgnaent  to  pass  by 
default,  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  that  deed  to  her. 

Under  such  circumstances  the  defendant  was  not  legally 
liable  on  her  promise. 

The  judgment  against  her  must  therefore  be  reversed  and 
a  new  trial  is  ordered.     Costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

EuKiCE  Pabkeb,  appellant,  agt.  Poster   McClubb, 
respoDdeDti 

Where  an  Rdvanoement  by  Terbal  agreement  has  been  made  by  a  father  to  his  son 
of  a  portion  of  the  real  estate  of  the  father,  in  fnll  for  the  son's  share  as  heir  of  the 
estate  of  his  father,  and  snch  verbal  agreement  hayiog  been  carried  into  execotion 
(without  any  writings  between  them),  by  the  son's  going  into  possession  of  the 
premises  advanced,  and  contiuaing  in  possession  until  his  death,  the  heirs  of  the 
son  cannot  claim  any  portion  of  their  grand  father's  estSie,  where  it  appears  that 
the  shares  which  they  would  be  entitled  to— being  the  share  which  their  &ther 
would  have  claimed,  if  living,  is  not  more  than  equal  in  value  to  the  advancement 
made  to  their  father. 

January  Temiy  1867. 

A.  G.  Rice,  ybr  appellant. 
8.  S.  SvRisQy  far  respondent. 

Davies,  Ch.  J.  This  is  an  action  of  ejectment,  in  which 
the  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  one-sixty*fourth  part  of  a  cer- 
tain farm,  whereof  Joseph  McCluer  died  seized.  She  is  one 
of  eight  children  of  Samuel  McCluer,  a  son  of  Joseph 
McCIuer. 

The  facts,  as  found  by  the  supreme  court,  are  as  follows: 
On  the  19th  day  of  July,  1828,  Samaul  McCluer,  with  his 
wife,  executed  and  delivered  to  Joseph  McCluer,  his  father, 
a  quit-claim  deed  of  the  whole  of  lot  No.  39,  in  township 
No.  4,  in  the  Holland  Land  Company's  survey,  in  Cattaraugus 
county,  which  included  the  premises  described  in  the  com- 
plaint,  excepting  and  reserving  therefrom  several  small  par- 
cels theretofore  conveyed,  and  also  forty-five  acres  on  the 
north-east  part  of  the  lot.  At  the  time  of  giving  such  deed 
it  was  verbally  agreed  between  Samuel  and  Joseph  his  father, 
that  Samuel  should  have  the  forty-five  acres  on  the  norh-east 
part  of  the  lot,  in  full  for  his  share  as  heir  of  the  estate  of  the 
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said  Joseph;  but  no  writings  were  made  between  them,  and 
Joseph  gave  Samuel  no  written  evidence  of  title  to  said  forty- 
five  acres.  Joseph  McCluer  was  in  possession  of  the  forty- 
five  acres  prior  to  that  agreement,  and  inmiediately  there- 
after the  said  forty-five  acres  were  surveyed  oflT  to  said  Snmuei, 
and  he  went  into  possession  of  the  same,  and  continued  in 
possession  thereof  until  his  death  in  July,  1829. 

At  the  time  the  deed  was  given,  Joseph  went  into  the 
possession  of  the  land  conveyed  or  quit-claimed  by  Samuel 
and  his  wife,  and  remained  in  possession  until  his  death  in 
1833,  and  was  seized  in  fee  of  the  same  at  the  time  of  his 
death.  The  premises  described  in  the  complaint  form  a  part 
of  the  land  conveyed  to  Joseph  by  Samuel,  and  form  no  part 
of  the  land  excepted  or  reserved  from  said  deed.  Samuel 
died  intestate  in  July,  1826,  leaving  him  surviving  eight  chil- 
dren, of  whom  the  plaintiff  is  one,  all  legitimate  and  heirs  to 
his  estate.  Samuel  was  a  legitimate  son  of  Joseph';  and  had 
he  been  living  whenJoseph  died,  would  have  taken  as  an  heir 
to  Joseph.  Joseph  died  in  September,  1633,  intestate,  and 
leaving  him  surviving  seven  chilren,  heirs  to  his  estate,  and 
also  eight  grandchilren,  the  children  of  said  Samuel,  including 
the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  was  in  possession  of  the  land 
described  in  the  compJaint  at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  the  action,  August  3,  1869,  and  claimed  title  to  the  same, 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  plaintiff.  He  had  acquired  all  the 
title  of  all  the  heirs  of  Joseph  McCluer,  except  the  children  of 
Samuel. 

The  plaintiff  was  bom  August  18,  1828,  and  claims  judg* 
ment  for  the  possession  already  mentioned  as  heir-at-law  of 
Jcseph  McCluer,  deceased.  About  two  years  after  the  death 
of  Samuel,  his  administrators,  pursuant  to  an  order  of  the 
surrogate  of  Cattaraugus  county,  sold  the  forty-five  acres  ivt^ 
the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  said  Samuel.  It  appeared 
that  the  forty-five  acres,  at  the  time  the  deed  was  given  in 
1828,  were  worth  more  than  one-eighth  part  of  all  the  land 
owned  by  Joseph  at  that  time.    The  jury,  under  the  direo 
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tion  of  the  court,  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the- 
undivided  one-sixty  fourth  part  of  the  premises  described  in 
the  complaint,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  generul 
term,  which  decided  that  the  traraaction  between  Joseph 
and  Samuel  amounted  in  law  to  an  advancement  from  Joseph 
to  Samuel,  or  if  not,  that  the  agreement,  part  performance, 
and  attending  circumstances  were  such  as  in  equity  to  require 
that  the  agreement  should  not  be  disturbed  by  the  children 
and  heirs-at-law  of  Samuel ;  or,  if  not>  that  the  legal  title  to 
the  forty-five  acres  was  in  Samuel,  and  the  equitable  title  in 
Joseph,  and  that  the  effect  of  the  reservation  and  subsequent 
acts  of  the  parties  was  a  complete  consummation  of  the  agree* 
ment,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  any  portion 
of  the  land  descnbed  in  the  complaint  as  heir-at-law  of 
Joseph  McCluer  or  otherwise;  and  gave  judgment  for  the 
defendant. 

The  plaintiff  now  appeals  to  this  court.  The  provisions 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  applicable  to  advancements  to  chil- 
dren by  their  parents  are  as  follows : 

'^  *^  23.  If  any  child  of  an  intestate  shall  have  been  advan- 
ced by  him,  by  settlement  or  portion  of  real  or  personal 
estate,  or  of  both  of  them,  the  value  thereof  shall  be  reck- 
oned, for  the  purposes  of  this  section  only,  as  part  of  the 
real  and  personal  estate  of  such  intestate,  descendible  to  his 
heirs,  and  to  be  distributed  to  hia  next  of  kin  according  to 
law;  and  if  such  advancement  be  equal  or  superior  to  the 
amount  of  the  share  which  such  child  would  be  entitled  to 
receive  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  deceased,  as- 
above  reckoned,  then  such  child  and  his  descendants  shall 
be  excluded  from  any  share  in  the  real  and  personal  estate  of 
the  intestate. 

^^  %  24.  But  if  such  advancement  be  not  equal  t3  such 
share,  such  child  and  his  descendants  shall  be  entitled  to 
receive  so  much  only  of  the  personal  estate  and  to  inherit  so 
much  only  of  the  real  estate  of  the  intestate  as  shall  be  suffi- 
cient to  make  all  the  shares  of  the  children  in  such  real  and 
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personal  estate  and  advancement  to  be  equal^  as  near  as  can 
be  escertained. 

^^  ^  26.    The  value  of  any  real  or  personal  estate  so 
advanced  shall  be  deemed  to  be  that,  if  any,  which  was 
acknowledged  by  the  child  by  an  instrument  in  writing,  oth 
erwise  such  value  shall  be  estimated  according  to  the  worth 
of  the  property  when  given.'*    (1  Bev.  Statp.  754.) 

There  was  no  acknowledgment  in  writing  of  the  value  of 
the  real  estate  advanced  to  Samuel,  and  it  was  therefore 
proper  to  estimate  the  worth  at  the  time  the  property  was 
given.  This  time  was  the  date  of  the  deed  or  release  from 
Samuel  to  his  father  in  1828,  when  forty-five  acres  were 
given  to  him,  and  a  survey  thereof  made,  and  possession  of 
the  same  given  by  Joseph  to  Samuel. 

Samuel  continued  in  possession  thereof  up  to  the  time  of 
his  death,  and  it  was  subsequently  sold  for  the  payment  of 
his  debts. 

Upon  the  facts  found  by  the  court,  Joseph  and  his  heirs 
would  undoubtedly  be  estopped  from  setting  up  any  claim 
to  the  forty-five  acres ;  and  if  any  such  claim  had  been  pre- 
fened,  a  court  of  equity  would  have  restrained  its  enforce- 
ment. 

It  does  not  appear,  from  the  finding  of  facts,  that  Joseph 
acquired  any  other  real  estate,  prior  to  his  death,  than  that 
which  he  owned  at  the  time  of  the  transaction  with  his  son, 
Samuel,  on  the  19th  day  of  July,  1828.  Neither  does  it 
appear  that  he  died  possessed  of  any  personal  estate.  We 
are  authorized  to  assume,  to  sustain  this  judgment,  that  he 
acquired  no  other  real  estate,  afler  the  19th  July,  1828,  and 
that  he  did  not  die  possessed  of  any  personal  estate.  If  the 
plaintiff's  right  of  recovery  was  dependent  upon  establishing 
either  of  these  facts,  she  should  have  done  so  upon  the  trial. 

It  having  been  found  as  a  fact  that  the  forty-five  acres 
given  by  Joseph  to  his  son  Samuel  in  July,  1828,  were  worth 
more  than  one-eighth  part  of  all  the  land  or  real  estate  of 
Joseph,  we  agree  with  the  supreme  court,  that  the  transaction 
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between  Joseph  and  Samuel  amounted  in  law  to  an  advance- 
ment from  the  former  to  the  latter.  Samuel  or  his  children, 
upon  the  death  of  Joseph,  intestate,  were  entitled  to  take 
one*eighth  part  of  his  estate,  real  and  personal  It  not 
appearing  that  be  left  any  personal  estate  or  any  real  estate, 
other  than  what  he  possessed  on  the  19th  of  July,  1828,  i£ 
appears  from  the  facts  found,  that  Samuel  was  advanced  more 
than  one-eighth  part  of  the  estate  which  Joseph  owned. 

Su^h  advancement  being  equal,  if  not  superior,  to  the 
amount  of  the  share  which  Samuel  would  be  entitled  to  , 
receive  of  the  estate  of  Joseph,  it  follows  from  the  provisions 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  above  quoted,  that  Samuel  and  hift 
children,  including  this  plaintiflT,  must  be  excluded  from  any 
f£irther  share  in  the  estate  of  Joseph  McCluer.  This  clearly 
should  be  so,  until  it  is  made  to  appear  that  he  died  possessed 
of  any  real  or  personal  estate  other  than  that  owned  by  him 
on  the  19th  July,  1828. 

This  action  is  to  recover  one-sixty^-fourth  part  of  the  real 
estate  which  this  plaintiflPs  ancestor  quit-claimed  and  released 
to  the  ancestor  of  the  defendant,  on  consideration  of  receiving 
the  forty-five  acres,  which  were  worth  more  than  one-eighth 
part  of  all  the  real  estate  of  the  defendant's  ancestor.  If 
Joseph  then  had  died  intestate  before  such  advancement  or 

fifl  to  Samuel  such  one-eighth  part  would  have  been  all  that 
amud  would  have  inherited.  He  has  received  his  equal 
share  2|nd  retained  the  same,  and  his  heirs  now  claim  the  one- 
eighth  part  of  the  residue.  A  more  inequitable  claim  could 
hardly  be  preferred,  and  I  concur  with  the  supreme  court 
that  it  cannot  be  maintained.  Judgment  should  be  affirmed 
with  costs.    All  concur. 
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COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

Joseph  Colwell,  r^ondent,  agt.  Herbert  Lawrence  and 
**  William  FouLKs,  appeUdDts. 

I.  QoaadoDB  of  fact  on  affinnanoe  below  are  not  properly  before  this  oonrt,  a^d  the 
app«IIaiif8  odder  the  a^jodioitioti  berstblbre  made  cannot  arge  that  the  re^rt  of 
the  referee  was  erroneous  as  to  the  facts. ' 

S.  It  is  not  ground  of  reyersal  because  the  court  (i.  e.  a  referee),  who  tried  the  cause 
beTow  hae  not  found  or  passed  upon  matters  claimed  Co  be  embraced  within  ihe 
issqe,  in  the  absence  of  a  request  to 'find  upon  the  partScular  point. 

3.  Whether  upon  a  request  to  find  upon  issues  or  questions  deemed  material,  and  a 
fsfnaal  to  find  either  way  an  exception  will  lie  which  would  be  availnble  in  this 
wHBoei  is  yet  nndteided.    (Fitfr  WooDRinrr,  J,) - 

4.  Upon  a  contract  bearing  date  May  28th,  1857/ which  in  terms,  required  the  plain- 
tifTs  assignors  to  build  and  place  on  board  a  steamboat  to  be  fnrnisHe^  by  the  de* 
Inidants,  two  stsam  engines  of  the  dMcription  spedfted,  for  the  price  of  $8,600,  and 
to  have  the  same  completed  ready  for  steam  on  or  before  15th  Ootol>er  nett,  under 
a  forfeiture  of  one  hundred  dollars  per  day  for  each  and  every  day  after  the  above 
date,  vntil  the  same  is  completed  as  above,  **  the  referee  /ound  that  the  work  so 
agreed  to  be  done^  was  not  completed  until  about  (be  middle  of  F€l>ruary,  120  days 
after  the  day  mentioned  for  its  completion,  yet  he  did  not  allow  the  $100  per  day. 
iD'thi*  th«M  was  no  error,  ibr 

IsC^  The  contract  declares  this  provision  to  be  a  '*foifeitare."  It  must  then  be  sa 
Construed  and  the  parties  be  deemed  to  have  so  intended,  unless  the  agreement 
pliinly  ladloates  the  contrary.    (J^  Woodrutf,  J.) 

ttL  The  agroemeat  in  this  base  d<>es  not  dearly  indicate  the  contrary ;  the  forfeit  or 
penalty,  as  such,  was  appropriate  to  compel  the  plainiifi's  aasignon  to  supply  or 
rsfliedy  the  sliirhtest  deficiency,  but  by%no  means  indicated  that  a  slight  defect^ 
easily  and  at  small  ezpease  supplied,  was  to  be  compenteted,  and  mote  thAn  ^jut-  ' 
pensftted  at  $100  per  day.    (Pin- Woodruff.  .T.) 

3d.  lliere  is  sometimes  plausible  ground  for  withholding  the  doctrifie  of  liquidated 
^Manges,  when  the  party  knight  be  responsible  for  the  whole  amount  of  (LikfagW 
for  the  breach  of  an  unimportant  part  of  the  eontract,  and  so  be  made  to  pay  K  iutti 
by  Way  of  damages,  grossly  disproportionate  to  the  injury  snsuined.  There  must 
bo-ff  dear  expression  of  tlie  intent  of  the  parties  to  warrant  the  conclusion  thai  the 
amount  named  was  designated  as  liquidated  damages.    {Per  A^illbr,  J.\ 

4th.  One  of  the  rules  of  construction  is,  that  the  courts  are  to  be  governed  by  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties,  to  be  gathered  fh>m  the  language  of  the  contract  itself,  andfrom  the 
nature  and  drcumstanoes  of  the  case.  And  in  all  the  cases  the  courts  have 
treated  it  as  a  questioa  as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties.    (Per  Millbb,  J.) 

Ml.  Applying  inch  rules  it  is  hardly  to  be  supposed  that  the  parties  intend  to  fix  an 
amount  so  extravagant,  and  which  would  be  if  allowed  as  claimed,  so  grosdy  dis- 
proportionate to  the  actual  damages  as  b'quidated  dimages  for  so  trivial,  an  omit* 
don  or  delay.    {Per  Mizxir,  J.) 
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CtfiJClke  Qle  of  tb«  word  fofeitare  Implies  that  the  parties  contemplated  onty  A  pen- 
alty imd  not  liqaidtfted  damages.    On  the  trial  below  a  witness  oalled  by  the  .plain- , . 
tifT,  was  asked  to  look  at  the  specifications  and  contract  in  qneetion  and,  to  tell^. 
whether  iliey  did  not  eall  for  connecting  the  engines  in  controyersy.    The  witness  ■ 
was  allowed  to  answer  the  qig^tlon.     The  question  was  a  praper  one.    The  witi. 
ness  was  an  expert  and  the  subject  of  inquiry  wos  in  regard  to  a  matter  which, 
WlBsnot  familiar  to  the  oonrt.    The  witness  looked  at  the 'diagram  of  the  engine," 
the  contract  and  specificatioos,  and  gave  an  opinion  td^plain  technical  terms  in  the ' 
contract  and  the  meaning  of  prorisidns  contained  in  the  specifi^oations,  which  w«rs 
properly  snaceptoble  of  explanation  in  this  manner.  , 

7th'^  It  Is  not  competent  to  ez|>Iain,  Tary'  or  alter  the  effii^ef  a  written  agreemeiitVf ' 
parol  evidencijs.  Kor  is  it  oOmpetentr  with  sneh  A  tiew  to'inqoiro  ioito  piior  er 
coDliemporanebns  negotiations  of  the  parties. 

March  Terntj  1868.  \ 

This  is  ati  appeal  from  a  judgment  rendefed  by  the  general ' 
term  of  the  supreme  court  held  in  the  first  judicial  district| 
affirming  the  report  of  a  referee.  The  plaintiff  was  the 
assij^ee  of  a  limited  partnership  cal!3d  Blrkbecks  &  Hodges, 
and  as  such  sued  the  appellants  to  recover  an  amount  due  for 
gteattl  engine  w6rk. 

Thfe  plaintiff  below  claimed  balance  of  a  contract  job  arid  ' 
Boitie  extras  amounting  to  $3,064.62,  also  a  bill  for  alterations  ' 
and' additions  made  to  the  same  engines^l, 283.35.  Birk- 
beiks  &  Hodges  on  the  28th  day  of  May,  1857,  entered  into 
a  contract  with  the  appellants  to  build  for  the  steamboat 
General  Concha  two  inclined  condensing  steam  engines  with 
boiler  and  wooden  water  wheels  as  per  letter  of  May  "Sthjl 
1867^,  to  have  the  same  ready  for  stearia  on  October  16th, 
18^7,  all  for  $8,000.  In  case  wrought  iron  water  wheels 
were  addpted  then  to  be  an  extra  charge  of  $1,250. 

The  Feferee  found  the  contract  arid  that  Birkbecks  & 
Hodges  entered  upon  the  perfonhance  of  it,  by  agreement 
wrought  iron  water  wheels  were  adopted  and  extensivie  alter- 
ations made  in  the  work  which  increased  the  contract  price 
about  $2;200  more.  The  work  was  completed  in  February^ 
1868.  About  26th  day  of  December,  1867,  Birkbecks  4' 
Hodges  and  the  appellants  adjusted  the  amount  due  the 
foiteer  for  all  work  done  up  to  that  time  on  the  bofft'  in  ' 
quMiod,  at  the  sum  of  $l,67(i.39,  afler  allowimg  the  appal- 
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anta  certain  sums  for  work  done  by  them,  the  appellcBta 
after  that  adjustment  presented  the  bill  so  adjusted  to  their 
principals  for  whom  they  were  building  the  General  Concha, 
collected  that  money  from  them  and  ]|olding  it  resisted  the 
respondent's  claim.  The  amount  received  by  the  appellants 
was  $1,772.85. 

After  that  adjustment  the  firm  of  Birkbecks  &  Hodges  did 
other  extra  work  on  the  General  Concha  at  the  request  of 
the  appellants.    For  this  work  the  plaintiff  claimed  as  extra 
$1,283,  but  the  referee  only  allowed  $173.35. 

The  amount  of  the  plaintiflTs  claim  as  adjusted  on  the  26th 
of  December,  1857,  after  deducting  the  off-sets  ot  the  appel- 
lants thereto  was  $1,676.39. 

The  amount  of  extra  work  as  allowed  by  the  referee  done 
after  the  adjustment  on  the  vessel  was  $173.35,     $1,849.74. 

In  his  report  the  referee  allowed  the  appellants  a  deduction 
of  $781.68,  over  and  above  the. sum  allowed  them  on  the 
adjustment  of  the  d6th  of  December,  1857,  which  sum  was 
composed  of  some  extras  done  by  the  appellants  for  the  said 
Birkbecks  &  Hodges  on  the  steam  boat  Virginia,  and  also  com- 
posed of  damages  (suc&  as  wharfages,expen8e8  of  watchmen,ftc) 
sustained  by  the  appellants,  because  Birkbecks  A  Hodges  did 
not  have  their  work  done  in  the  contract  time,  viz. :  October 
15th,  1857. 

Deducting  this  $781.68  from  the  aforesaid  sums  which  he 
found  due  to  the  firm  of  Birkbecks  &  Hodges,  viz.: 
$1,849.74  left,  the  balance  of  $1,068.06,  for  which,  with 
interest  of  report  amounting  to  $1,225.40,  he  rendered  judg« 
ment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  limited  partnership  of  Birkbecks  &  Hodges,  made  an 
assignment  of  all  their  property  to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  gen- 
eral benefit  of  theircreditors,  as  such  assignee  plaintiff  brought 
this  suit. 

In  the  contract  as  to  the  work  on  the  General  Concha^ 
was  a  plause  wherein  Birkbecks  &  Hodges  bound  themselves 
to  complete  the  work  **  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  parties  of 
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the  first  part''  (viz.  appellants),  or  other  cojrpetent  judge9 
and  to  have  the  same  completed  ready  for  steam,  on  or  be* 
fore  the  15th  day  of  October  next^'  (i.  e.  1857),  under  a  for- 
feiture of  one  hundred  dollars  per  day  for  each  and  everyday 
after  the  above  date,  until  the  same  is  completed  as  above. . 

James  Clark  and  Albert  A.  Nune&,  for  appellants. 

1st.  The  referee  erred  in  not  awarding  damages  to  the 
defendants  to  be  recouped  or  set-off  against  the  plaintiff's 
demand  for  the  negligent,  unskillful  and  deficient  construc- 
tion of  the  engines  built  for  the  steamer  Gkneral  Concha,  and 
in  failing  to  make  any  doiision  of  the  issue  joined  in  refer- 
ence to  said  damages. 

2d.  In  the  present  case  in  addition  to  the  warranty  implied 
by  law,  there  was  an  express  warranty  contained  in  the  con- 
tract. It  is  admitted  by  plaintiff  in  his  reply  that  the  letter 
of  may  8th,.  1857,  constitutes  part  of  the  contract  under 
which  the  engines  were  built.  In  this  letter  Birkbecks  & 
Hodges  propose  to  build  for  the  defendants  two  inclined  con- 
densed steam  engines,  Ac,  all  complete  of  the  best  materials 
and  workmanship,  to  be  unsurpassed  by  any  steam  engine 
of  its  class,  and  guaranteed  to  propel  a  good  model  steam- 
boat of  the  following  dimensions,  etc. :  at  a  speed  of  not  less 
than  ten  miles  per  hour  in  slack  water. 

3d.  The  referee  not  only  did  not  find  (cw  he  should  have 
done)  damages  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  hut  failed  to  make 
any  finding  on  the  subject. 

4th.  The  finding  of  a  referee  to  whom  the  decision  of  a 
cause  is  submitted,  like  the  verdict  of  a  jury*must  respond  to 
all  material  issues,  and  if  it  leave  any  of  them  undetermined 
DO  valid  judgment  can  be  based  upon  it. 

After  the  referee  has  made  his  report  it  only  remains  to 
inquire.  1.  Wliether  he  has  passed  on  all  the  material  issues 
made  by  the  pleadings.  2.  Whether  the  findings  are  sus- 
tained by  the  evidence.     3. .  Whether  the  legal  conclusions 
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are  correct.  If  the  referee  has  erred  in  any. of  these  p^cii- 
larS|  a  new  trial  or  other  appropriate  remedy  should  j>e 
gr&nt^<l«    {L(^n  SLgb.  N.  Y.  dk  Erie  Byroad  Co.,  XI  B^. 

5  th.  It  wiU  not  do  to  say  that  the  item  of  4(7S1.68  fouod 
by  the  referee  to  be  due  the  defendants,  is  an  award  of  dam- 
ages for  the  negligent  and  defective  construction  pf  the 
engines. 

||^)  The  referee  has  not  so  s^,  and  any  suc^  inlpreppe  is 
s^eer  conjecture. 

(6.)  It  is  reasonably  qertain  that  this  item  is  the  yfklue  of 
the  extra  work  performed  by  the  defendants  on  the  Virgioif 
for  which  plaintiff  admits  in  his  n^ly;  defendants  are  ^^tlf^ 
to  a  credit 

It  is  impossible  to  decide  what  judgment  should  have  been 
rendered^  unless  we  determine  what  the  referee  has  Ie(^ 
^holly  undetennin^d* 

6tb.  The  stipulation  in  the  contract  that  th^  e^gi,nes;^ef9 
{q  be  completed  ready  for  steam,  on  or  before  the  16th  dpy 
of  October  next  (October,  1867),  under  a  forfeiture  of  ppf 
liundred  dollars  per  day  after  the  above  date,  until  the  sa,me 
|^  completed  as  above,  liquidated  the  damages  to  which  ide* 
feodants  were  entitled  in  the  event  of  Birkbecks  &  HodgfA 
^ailiug,  to  finish  the  work  within  the  specified  time. 

It  is  competent  for  those  who  enter  into. a  contract  to  de^ 
(ermiqe  for  themselves  what  shall  be  the  measure  of  satisf^c- 
j^ipn  fqr  its  violation  and  where  a  sum  is  named  for  that  pui«* 
pose  whether  it  be  denoninated  a  penalty  forfeiture  or  liqui- 
dated damages,  the  ajEpreement  will  be  enforced,  regard  being 
|iad  to  its  true  intent  and  meaning,  rather  than  any  tecbai^ 
^  interpretation  of  its  terms, 

(a.)  Where  the  defendant  bound  himself  not  to  pjrac^if^ 
^  a  surgeon  within  seven  miles  of  M.  under  a  penaltjF  of 
^600,  the  sum  named  was  held  i^  be  liquidated  dai^^gn^^ 
{Sainier  agt.  Fergtmn  (62  E.  C.  L.  721.) 

(6.)  In    Pearce  agt.  FuUer  (8  Mass.  223),  th^  dfJmggn 
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were  held  to  be  liquidated  though  not  so  named  ia  the 

1)00(1. 

(c.)  Where  from  the  nature  of  a  contract  ttie  damages 
resulting  from  its  breach  must  necessarily  be  uncertain  and 
difficult  to  be  ascertained,  courts  \yill  be  inclined  to  con- 
strue ia  clause  like  that  under  consideration,  as  a  liquidation 
of  damages  rather  thai)  a  penalty.  {Lange  agt.  Werkj  22 
CiAio  2Z.,  2  0.  i*.  JR.,  519.) 

(a.)  In  Crisbee  agt.  Soltofi  (3  B.  dk^.  240),.  Be$t,  (7,  /.; 
condemns  the  astuteness  of  judges  in  milking  distinctions  t!o 
avoid  giving  effect  to  agreements  liquidating  damages,  thus 
endeavoring  to  make  better  contracts  for  parties  than  ttey 
have  made  for  themselves. 

(e.)  See  in  addition  to  Ae  authorities  already  cited  {fiol%- 
^  agt  i'dlmadgej  5  &eU.  551 ;  Clement  agt.  Cas\  21  N.  |". 
Jt  253 ;  Pearson  agt.  WittmntSy  26  TTend.  630 ;  pakin  agt, 
WiUiamSy  17  Wend.  447  ;  Beynold  agt.  JSfrw^^e,  37  JBng.  L 
and  Eq.  123.) 

In  the  present  c4se  the  contract  do^  not  fix  a  gross  sum 
to  be  forfeited  in  the  event  of  aiiy  delay  however  slight,  but 
fixes  a  standard  of  computation  by  vehich  the  damages  are 
estimated  according  to  the  continuance  of  the  default. 

A  consideration  which  seems  to  have  exercised  a  controll- 
ing influence  oh  the  cour^  below,  was  the  fact  that  thQ  defect 
in  completiob  might  have  been  trii9ing  and  to  construe  under 
such, circumstances  the  sum  named  in  the  contract  as  liqui- 
dated damages  would  operate  very  severely. 

The  fact  seems  to  have  been  entirely  overlooked  that  the 
use  of  the  engines  would  be  as  efTectually  lost,  if  nearly  but 
hot  quite  completed  as  it  would,  Had  nothing  been  done  lipdn 
it.  .    .  .^  ,     .^  .  .  .      .    ■   \ 

,  tn  the  contract  between  defendants  and  Peasant  Brothers 
(the  parties  for  whom  the  former  buil^the  vessel  for  which 
tho'^ngines  weriB  intended),  it  was  stipulated  that  in  case  the 
said  Messrs.  Lawrence  &  Foulks  should  riot  have  the  boat 
ready  on  the  31st  of  October,  1857,  they  bind  themseleves 
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to  pay  to  said  Messrs.  Peasant  Brothers  the  sum  of  one  hun- 
dred dollars  for  each  and  every  day  of  delay  from  said  date, 
excepting,  in  case  of  fire  or  death.  * 

There  can  be  no  question  but  this  provision  liquidated  the 
damages  for  delay  between  the  defendants  and  the  parties  to 
whom  they  were  bound,  and  it  was  doubtless  in  part  at  least 
to  protect  themselves  against  this  liability  (which  had  become 
absolute  before  the  commencement  of  the  present  action),  that 
a  similar  clause  was  inserted  in  the  contract  between  defend- 
*ants  and  plaintiffs  assignors. 

The  referee  having  as  matter  of  fact  found,  that  the  said 
work  provided  for  in  the  aforesaid  contract  of  2Sth  of  May 
and  letter  ot  8th  May,  1857,  was  i)ot  finished  and  completed 
by  said  Birkbecks  &  Hodges,  until  about  the  middle  of  Feb- 
•ruary,  1858,  he  should  have  found  as  matter  of  law,  that 
defendants  were  entitled  to  the  damages  stipulated  to  be  paid 
in  case  of  such  delay. 

1.  It  cannot  be  fairly  argued  that  the  referee  has  by  impli- 
cation negatived  the  defendants'  right  to  damages  for  he  ex- 
.pressly  finds  the  facts  out  of  which  the  right  arises.  . 

2.  It  cannot  be  claimed  that  the  question  of  damages  en- 
tered into  the  adjustment  found  by  the  referee  to  have  been 
made  on  the  26th  of  December,  1858. 

(d.)  It  clearly  appears  by  the  report,  as  well  as  by  the 
evidence,  what  matters  were  embraced  in  the  adjustment, 
if  any  was  made. 

•    (&.)  A  portion  of  the  damages  accrued  after  the  alleged 
adjustment.  ^ 

The  pretence  that  the  additional  time  was  consumed  by 
extra  work  is  negatived  by  the  express  finding  df  the  ref- 
eree, that  the  work  provided  for  in  the  contract,  was  not 
completed  by  Birkbecks  &  Hodges  till  the  middle  of  Feb- 
ryary,  1858.  ^ 

The  referee  erred  in  sustaining  the  objection  of  plai^ifl's 
counsel  to  the  following  question  put  to  the  witness,  William 
Foulksy  one  of  the  defendants. 
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State  what  occurred  between  you  and  Birkbecks  &  Hod- 
ges or  any  of  them,  in  reference  to  the  engines  and  machinery 
of  thi  Concha  and  the  construction  thereof. 

Thid  question  was  ruled  oat  on  the  ground  of  the  inad- 
missibility of  all  evidence  of  what  occurred  between  the  par- 
ties,  prior  to  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract  in  suit. 

(a.)  The  rule  which  forbids  the  introduction  of  explana- 
tory parol  evidence,  where  the  parties  have  made  their  con- 
tract in  writing,  excludes  only  parol. evidence  of  the  language 
of  the  parties  contradicting,  varying  or  adding  to  that  which 
is  contained  in  the  written  instrument.  The  court  may 
always  put  themselves  in  the  place  of  the  parties,  and  with 
this  view  evidence  must  be  admissible  of  all  the  circumstan- 
ces surrounding  the  authors  of  the  instrument.  Now  the 
question  excluded  by  the  referee  did  no  mlbre  than  call  for  the 
attendant  facts  and  circumstances,  in  the  light  of  which  the 
cqntract  of  the  parties  should  have  been  interpreted  and  a 
knowledge  of  which  was  essential  to  enable  the  referee  to 
put  himself  in  their  place.      (1  Greoh,  on  Ev,y  ^^  282,  287.) 

(b.)  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  a  latent  ambig- 
uity. Plaintiff's  assignors  contracted  to  build  two  inclined 
condensing  steam  engines  for  use  in  the  propulsion  of  a  vessel. 
The  evidence  shows  there  were  two  modes  of  doing  this,  one 
with  the  engines  connected  by  means  of  a  centre  sh{ift,  the 
other  with  the  engines  disconnected  and  left  to  act  independ- 
ently. On  the  trial  it  became  a  material  question,  which 
of  these  two  modes  of  construction  was  contemplated.  Tp 
explain  this  latent  ambiguity  parol  evidence  not  only  of 
what  occured,  but  of  what  was  said  was  clearly  admissible. 
(1  Green,  on  Ev.^  ^  297,  et  seq.) 

Joseph  Belknap,  a  witness  for  plaintifi)  looks  at  (exhibit) 
No.  14  and  at  specification  and  contract,  and.  says  they  do 
not  call  for  connecting  engines  (tal^en  subject  to  defendants 
objection  that  it  is  a  question  of  law). 

In  admitting  this  evidence  the  referee  erred;  the  witness 
was  not  colled  upon  to  explain  as  an  expert  any  technical 
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'#y>M8  or  ferms  of  art,  ettiployied  in  the  cohfrtict,  h\xt  to  ^n- 
#fttte  the  contract  ifi^lf.    (1  Gtehd.  m  Boi^  §J  280,  2W3.) 

L  The  witness  an  ekpert  of  long  standitig,  Ibbked  at  tlib 
diligmni  of  the  engine,  also  at  the  cdntract  in  sifit,  and  speci- 
^atlbhs,  and  gave  an  opinion  ais  an  exf^rt,  i^hich  was  admiii- 
iible  tinder  all  the  autfaontres.     {Smith  agt  Qugertyy  4  Bark 

8.  a  R.  6U ;   ttoche^er  S Itailtoad  agt.  BuSk^^ 

10  How.  Pr.  R.  589 ;  McKee  afgt.  Ndsdn^  4  Caw.  305.) 

H.  The  referee  propferly  disallbwed  the  item  of  $160  pA 
"flay  of  fbrfettnre.  The  teords  of  the  contract  of  the  28th 
di^  of  Hay,  1WS7,  exclude  i^e  idea  that  the  parties  stipu- 
lated for  the  fbHeftdhd  of  $100  p^r  day,  da  stipulated  dati!i- 
tig^  it  #^  ih tended  as  a  penalty  to  be  held  in  terror^m 
oVeV  i^e  heads  dl  Birkbecks  Jk  Hodges.  Not  a  word  is  said 
Vy  tbe  plirtfei  fiinng  upon  that  suib,as  agreed  and  liquidatecl 
^aiha^;  the  wotd  forfeiture  is  us^d  tWus,  indibiiting  in  Ugsd 
-^nsirutltibn  a  penattj^. 

NbM  of  l^e  ca)ies  have  gbn6  to  the  extbnt  pf  holding  that 
Ulaiitt  audi  lan^^iage,  the  whole  forfeiture  must  be  imposed. 
It  is  only  in  cas^s  where  tfab  paVti^s  had  expre^ly  stipulated 
fo^  the  impositibn  of  a  dei-tiiiti  sum  all  Ifquidatied  damageii, 
tM  then  only  in  thos^  cases  whlsrein  it  a|>pears  that  from  itb 
I^culialr  nature  it  is  impo^ible  to  arrive  at  a  correct  cbhclu- 
sfbn  as  to  the  relEil  ainbubt  of  the  legal  damagies  sustained  hf 
the  party  damnified.  {DdkiA  ^^.  WiUiatkSy  17  Woiff.iU 
447.) 

See  Judge  Bronson's  remarks  as  to  his  r^aton  for  that 
dei5iti6U  in  Ho&^  agt.  McGifin^  (S2  Wend.  p.  165). 

Ifi  thi6  ca^e  the  parties  a^eed  to  this  expressrobj  viz. : 
And  the  award  of  any  two  of  th^m  is  to  be  final  between  the 
parties  under  the  penalty  of  one  hundred  ddllhr^,  to  be  paid 
by  Vtii  defaiiitihg  party  to  tlie  ohe  abiding  tKei:etb,  tiiis  b^ing 
tte  Mtf^Uted  diimi&ge^  ag^e6d  ti^n  Vy  and  b<itween  th^iSTd 
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ffarties.  The  court  said  t}ri9  is  a  ine?e  penalty  held  in  ter-* 
r  orem  over  the  bead  of  the  defaukiiig  fatty  and  not  to  be 
favored  in  law. 

To  allow  the  txse  of  penalties  as  damages  at  the  Bnlimitdd  t 
discretion  of  the  parties^  would  lead  to  the  most  terrible  op* 
pression  in  pecuniary  dealings.  The  fair  and  just  rights  of 
creditors  are  worthy  of  all  proteefion,  but  no  more  than  the 
debtor's  right  to  exemption  from  what  is  beyond  an  honest 
compensation  to  his  creditor. 

In  Spear  agt.  Smith  (l  Dm.  pp.  464, 46&).  The  langUSfgie 
here  was :  I,  the  said  Moses  Smith,  agree  to  pay  to  the  said 
WiHiam  W.  Spear,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars  as  tiito 
ascertained  and  liquidated  damages,  Ac.  The  edart  say  soefa 
words  amount  to  a  penalty  held  in  tem>rem  especially  wlien 
it  appears,  that  a  jury  can  ascertain  i^^ith  reasonal^le  eeiv 
taioty  how  much  damages  the  injured  garty  has  actually 
abstained  by  lAie  non'^perfeimatice. 

Bagley  agt.  Peddie  (5  Si^M^.  101),  was  teveraed  iii  16 
i?R  F.  JB^s.  469,  478.  This  was  a  case  where  iiie  kngnagt 
used  excluded  the  idea  of  its  beiag'  a  pemtty,  viXb :  hk  the 
sum  of  $3,000  as  liquidated  damages,  sfad  not  by  way  of 
penalty  or  otherwife,  and  the  eourt  put  it  on  the  reeognised 
ground  that  a  breach  of  the  priueipal  covenant  implied  daafri 
ages  so  uncertain  and  difficult  to  be  ascertained,  an  that  the 
0tim  named  in  the  bond  should  be  deemed  not  a  penalty^  but 
liquidated  damages  recoverable  upon  a  tH'each  of  any  of  thb 
corenants,  but  the  court  on  pago  471  lay  down  the  ndi 
second,  page  471. 

''Where  the  word  penalty  is- used  it  is  generally iOMdusiM 
against  its  being  held  liquidated  damages,  however  strong 
the  language  of  other  piirtsof  the  instrument  in  fimir  dC 
such  construction."  Apply  that  to  this  case.  Are  not  tin 
wy^s  forfeiture  and  penalty  synonymous  t  Th^^ayeina 
cm  where  actual  danjage  might  easily  be  sustained.  (Bifek^ 
ardB  agt.  Mick,  17  Bar^.  960;  iV^  agi  N^  ^Mtlk 
BtHthj  220 }  Siaiets  agt.  Biapkj  16jm.27S.} 
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Lantpman  agt  Cochran  (16  N.  T.  22.,  jp.  275),  was-  a 
caae  wherein  the  parties  expressly  agree4  to  pay  $500  as 
liquidated  damages  in  case  of  performance,  yet  the  court  held 
the  sum  was  wrongfully  named  as  liquidated  damages,  and 
was  in  fact  only  a  penalty. 

dements  agt  Cash  (21  JV*  Y.  JReps.  253),  was  a  case 
where  this  language  is  used  (p.  256),  which  said  sum.  is 
hereby  mutually  agreed  by  and  betweep  said  parties  to  be 
the  ascertained  and  liquidated  damages  for  such  non-per- 
formance, and  the  decision  is  put  on  the  ground  that  it  is 
competent  for  the  parties  to  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of 
real  estate  to  liquidate  and  settle  by  agreement  between 
themselves  the  amount  of  damages  to  be  paid  upon  a  breach 
of  the  contract  instead  of  leaving  such  amount  to  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  court  or  jury. 

But  even  then  the  court  say,  and  when  they  have  settled 
that  c  jmpensation  neither  a  court  of  law  nor  a  court  of 
equity  will  diminish  its  amount,  unless  it  be  so  grossly  dis- 
proportionate to  the  actual  injury,  that  a  man  would  start 
at  the  bare  mention  of  it  (2  Bos.  dk  PuU.  351). 

It  would  have  been  a  perversion  of  principle  for  the  ref- 
eree in  this  cause  to  have  held,  that  thetippellants  who  had 
not  sustained  any  damages  of  consequence  because  of  the 
delay,  but  had  actually  collected  of  Peasant  Bros,  the  price  of 
the  labor  of  B.  &  H.  should  fold  their  arms  and  be  entitled  to 
defend  B.  &  H.'s  claim  and  get  judgment  against  them  for 
$12,500.  The  referee  rejected  the  forfeiture  but  allowed 
the  actual  damages  proven  $125  wharfages,  and  $68  ship  keep- 
ing; a  sum  which  is  excessive,  is  not  to  be  deemed  liquidated 
damages,  {Dennis  agt.  Cummin^^  3  Johm.  2^1^  followed  by 
Jadcson  agt.  Boher^  2  Edu).  4*71 ;  Staples  agt.  Parker^  41 
Barb.  648.) 

The  matter  in  difference  between  the  parties  belo^y  was 
whether  the  engines  should  have  been  originally  conn€l0^d 
At  or  before  the  time  the  appellants  accepted  her  on  17th 
December,  1867.    She  was  then  not  so  connected.    The 
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expense  of  doing  so  by  a  drag  link  or  chain,  would  have  been 
triflings  by  a  centre  shaft  would,  and  did  cost  S9o0.  After 
the  17th  December,  1867,  and  prior  to  February,  1868,  the 
firm  of  Birkbecks  &  Hodges  did  connect  the  two  engines  by 
a  centre  shaft  and  chained  for  that  work  as  extra.  The  ref- 
eree disallowed  it  as  extra,  but  found  the  contract  comple- 
ted in  February,  1868,  so  that  on  the  17th  December,  1867, 
the  appellants  waired  performance  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  recovery,  by  accepting  and  clearing  the  vessel  and  by 
adjusting  the  plaintiff's  assignors  account;  but  if  by  the  con- 
tract B.  &  H.  were  bound  to  connect  the  two  engines  they 
would  have  been  entitled  to  a  deduction  to  that  extent.  The 
furnishing  the  drag  link  or  chain  a  trifling  matter,  would 
have  connected,  them  or  the  making  a  central  shaft  which 
involved  less  than  10  per  cent  of  the  original  costs,  wotrld  ' 
have  completed  the  contract  according  to  that  construction. 

Had  the  appellants  the  right  after  accepting  and  reducing 
to  use  the  ship  on  the  17th  December,  1867,  to  lay  by  until 
February,  LS68,  and  then  claim  the  $100  per  day.  We  sub- 
mit they  had  not  such  right.  Their  proper  measure  of  dam- 
ages under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  was  the  sum  it 
would  have  cost  to  have  connected  the  engines  the  expense 
of  wharfage  and  watching  the  vessel. 

B.  &  H.  did  in  fact  connect  the  two  engines  prior  to  Feb- 
ruary, 1868,  consequently  the  appellants  did  not  sustain  that 
damage,  and  in  the  allowance  of  $786  of  deduction  to  the 
appellants  by  the  referee,  was  included  the  expense  of 
wharfage  $126  and  expense  of  watching  $68.  If  the  appel* 
lanta  desired  to  recover  any  other  damages,  they  should  have 
alleged  and  proved  them  or  made  some  request  to  the  ref- 
eree  to  find  and  excepted  to  his  ruling  thereunder. 

III.  The  appellants  are  not  in  a  condition  to  raise  thai 
forfeiture  question  on  this  appeaL  ^ 

Treating  the  disallowance  of  it  as  a  question  of  fact  or  even 
mixed  of  fact  and  law,  the  iafBrmance  by  the  general  term  of 
the  referee's  report  is  conclusive  on  this  C9urt|  as  it  oaooot 
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iiw^gato  queatioDsof  fieton  appead,  exeept  in  the  modd 
poioiM  out  in  the  Gode^  wluch  is  on  reTeFsals  of  judgaHents* 
of  referees  by  the  genend  term  oa  questions  of  faet. 

Treating  the  disallowaDce  of  it  as  a  question  of  lavr,  the 
appellants  canoot  raise  it  here  as  they  bare  no  where  nused 
it  -00  the  case  made.  No  request  was  made  to  the  referee  to 
ru}e  on  this  point;  no.vequest  for  him  to  find  on  it  as  amain 
ter  of  law,  no  exception  takeo  on  the  trial  to  it,  no  evideacie 
offered  in  supportofit  rejected,  no  motion  to  dismiss  made, 
na  specific  exception  to  the  findings  of  the  refiefree,  because 
of  his  disallowing  that  item.  The  exceptions '  filed  to  the 
report  are  of  the  most  general  nature. 

IV.  On  this.^peal  the  appellants  cannot  urge  that  the 
report  of  the  referee  was  erroneous  on  the  fact8«  questions 
of  fitct  on  affirmance  below,  are  not  properly  before  this  court 
oa  appeal  {MekalfagL  MatUsm,  32  N.  T.  B.  464 ;  Dofy^ 
agt*  Cardusy  31  N.  T.  R.  §47 ;  Wilcox  sgt.  fatc^fey,  81  If. 
Y.  K  648 ;  Pekr$on  agt.  itatc^sony  34  -N.  Y.  R.  870.) 

By  the  camrtj  Millbb,  J.  It  is  insisted  that  the  referee 
erred  in  not  awarding  damages  to  the  defendanto  by  way  of 
reooupm^it  or  set  off  to  the  plaintiff^  demand  foj  the  neg- 
ligent  and  unskillful  constraction  of  the  engines  built,  and  in 
failing  to  make  a  decjsioii  upon  the  issue  joined  in  referenee 
to  said  damages. 

The  referee  has  made  no  special  flndihg  as  to  this  claim, 
and  'there  is  »»  request  to  make  any  such  finding,  but  he 
allowed  an  off«^t  ef  $761.6a  to  tiie  defendants.  It  does  not 
appear  of  what  item,  this  amount  is  composed,  nor  is  it  very 
material  in  my  opinion,  as  the  evidence  as  to  the  amount  of 
the  defendants^  set-off  included  this  claim  for*  damages  was 
conflictittg  and  presented  qiieskions'of  fiict  for  the  consideni-^ 
tiQn  of  the  referee,  which  he  has  dii^sed 'Of  in  his  decision, 
and  with  which  wearenetotlibertytointerfisre.  Questiona 
of  fact  on  aflSrmance  below  are  net  properly  before  this  courts 
and  the  appellants  nnder  the  adjudioatiQiDS  heretofore  madeh** 
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cannot  urge  that  t^ie  report  of  th^  referee  was  .errpQ.^ii8,a8 
to  the  facts  (Jfeft^oZ/  agt.  Mfittisfmy  32  N.  Y.  JR.  464;  Do^ 
agt.  Carolus,  31  K  T.  R  547 ;  WUcox  agt  Hawhy^  31 JV. 
r.  JR.  648 ;  Petersqn  agt.  iJo^won,  34  N.  Z  2J.  370,) 

No  exception  wa^takep  to  the  ruling  of  the.  refereeadnait* 
tiqg^  the  questipn  put  to  one  of  the  witnesses,  wbetbe;r.the 
specification  called  for  coonepting  the  engines  by  a  centre 
shaft,  I  think,  however,  that  the  question  was  a  proper  one. 
The  witness  was  an  expeirt  and  the  subject  of  inquiry  wa9  in . 
regard  to  a  noatter  which  was  not  familiar  to  the  court*  He 
looked  at  the  diagram  of  the  engine,  the  contract  and  speci*. 
fications,  and  gave  an  opinion  to  explain  techpical  terms  ip 
the  contract  and  the  meaning  of  the  provisions  contaiaed  in 
the  specifications  which  ^ere  properly  susceptible  of  expla* 
nation  in  this  manner,  such  evidence,  I  think,  was  clearly 
admissible.  (Smith  agt.  Ougerty,  4  Bart.  614 ;  The  B.  &  & 
Bmbroad  Co.  agt.  Budlicnfg^  10  Hovo.  2^89 ;  GwtUj^  agt.  Cfano^ 
22,X  r.i?,  486.) 

I  also  think  that  the  referee  properly  excluded  evidence 
of  what  occurred  betwipnthe  parties  priortoai^dat  the  time 
of  making  the  contract..  The  rule  is  well  settled)^  that  all 
conversations  had  prior  to  the  execution  of  a  written  instru* 
ment  become  merged  in  the  instr^i[nent  when  executed. 
There  was  nothing  in  the  offer  to  show  that  the  testimony, 
was  intended  to  explain  what  was  otherwise  obscure  onunin** 
teljiigible,  and  that  such  explanation  was  not  inconaii^nl; 
with  the  writteq  contract  ( 1  Gr.  J5?t;.,  §  282),  nor,  that  the  . 
facts  and  circumstances  under  which  the  contract  was  made 
would  give  any  light  in  the  interpretation  of  the  instrum^t. 
(t  Gt^  Ev.y  ^  287).  Neither  was  it  o&red  to  explain  a  latent 
ambignity  (idf,  297).  If  the,  evidence  was  in  any  respect 
admissible,  and  the  referee  erred  in  excluding  it,  I  am  in- 
clined to  think  that  the  diificuly  was  obviated  by  the  with- 
drawal afterwards  OQ  the  part  of  the  plaintifi*,  of  all  objec-. 
tioqs  ta  te^mony  of  a  simiUr  character,  which  was  offered 
by  ihi^,  (ki^pdant& 
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It  is  further  insisted  by  the  defendants^  counsel,  that  the 
stipulation  in  the  contract  to  the  effect  that  the  engines  were 
to  be  completed  and  ready  on  or  before  the  fifteenth  day  of 
October,  1857,  under  a  forfeiture  of  one  hundred  dollars  a 
day  after  the  above  day,  until  they  were  completed,  which 
was  on  the  14th  day  of  February,  afterwards  provided  for 
liquidated  damages,  and  the  referee  erred  in  not  allowing 
those  damages  at  the  rate  of  one  hundred  dollars  per  day. 
A  point  is  taken  by  "the  plaintiff's  counsel,  that  the  appel- 
lants are  tiot  in  condition  to  raise  this  question  of  damages 
on  this  appeal,  because  as  a  question  of  fact  the  affirmance 
of  the  referee's  report  by  the  general  term  is  conclusive,  and 
as  a  question  of  law,  no  request  was  made  to  the  referee  to 
rule  on  this  point  or  to  find  as  a  matter  of  law,  and  no 
specific  exception  was  taken  to  the  finding  of  the  referee  for 
disallowing  this  item.  Without  discussing  the  validity  of 
these  objections,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  was  not  a 
case  for  the  allowance  of  the  forfeiture  named  in  the  con- 
tract as  liquidated  damages. 

The  question  whether  such  damag6if  as  are  stipulated  in 
the  gross  amount  fixed  for  a  failure  to  perform  a  contract,  is 
in  the  nature  of  a  penalty,  is  one  of  considerable  difficulty, 
and  the  authorities  upon  the  subject  are  replete  with  con- 
tradictions. 

It  is  rfot  necessary  to  review  the  various  cases  where  the 
question  is  discussed,  and  it  is  enough  to  refer  briefly  to 
some  of  the  principles  by  which  cases  of  this  character  are 
to  be  determined.  One  of  the  rules  of  construction  estab- 
lished is,  that  the  court*?  are  to  be  governed  by  the  intention 
of  the  parties  to  be  gathered  from  the  language  of  the  contract 
itself,  and  from  the  nature  and  circumstances  of  the  case 
{Cotheal  agt.  Talmadgej  6  8eld.  654;  Crisdee  agt  Bolton,  3  ' 
Car.  and  P.  240),  and  in  all  the  cases  the  courts  have  treated 
it  as 'a  question  as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties.  {Beynolds 
agt.  Bridge^  37  Eng.  L,  and  Eq.  130.)  Having  in  view  this 
rule  it  is  scarcely  to  be  supposed  that  the  parties  intended 
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to  fix  ail  amount  so  extravagant  and  which  would  be  if 
allowed  as  claimed^  so  grossly  disproportionate  to  the  actual  * 
damages  as  liquidated  damages,  for  so  trivial  an  omission  or 
delay  and  I  cannot  discover  any  sufficient  and  satisfactory 
reason  for  any  such  inference  or  conclusion ;  nor  is  any  such 
intention  to  be  presumed  upon  the  hypothesis  that  the  dam- 
ages resulting  from  a  breach  of  this  contract  would  be  of 
such  an  uncertain  amount  as  to  be  incapable  of  proof,  and 
that  it  would  be  difficult  to  show  the  nature  of  the  injury; 
caused  and  the  actual  damages  arising  from  the  delay. 

It  may  also  be  observed  that  the  language  of  the  contract 
Itself  militates  against  any  such  theory.  Not  a  single  word 
is  said  about  liquidated  damages,  and  the  word  forfeiture, 
which  is  equivalent  to  a  penalty  is  used,  which  manifests 
that  a  penalty  was  intended.  Nor  should  it  be  overlooked 
that  many  of  the  cases  decided  sustain  the  doctrine  that 
even  where  the  term  liquidated  damages  is  incorporated  in 
the  ihstrument,  the  gross  amount  fixed  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
penalty.  {Hoag  agt.  McGinnis^  22  Wend.  165 ;  Spear  agt. 
SmUh,  1  Den.  454;  Bagley  agt.  Peddie^  16  K  Y.  R.  469 ; 
Lampman  agt.  Co(Arai$^  16  Id.  275 ;  Staples  agt.  Parkery  41 
Barb.  648.) 

Another  view  may  also  be  invoked,  and  I  think  is  appli- 
cable to  the  present  case,  and  that  is,  that  there  is  sometimes 
plausible  ground  for  withholding  the  doctrine  of  liquidated 
damages,  when  the  party  might  be  responsible  for  the  whole 
amount  of  damages  for  the  breach  of  an  unimportant  part  of 
a  contract,  and  so  be  made  to  pay  a  sum  by  way  of  damages  • 
grossly  disproportionate  to  the  injury  sustained  (5  Seld.  557, 
before  cited;  Clement  agt  Cash^  12  N.  Y.  R.  253).  Look- 
ing then  at  this  provision  of  the  contract  as.  it  stands,  with 
all  the  difficulties  in  the  way  of  its  construction,  with  which 
the  numeroua  authorities  on  the  subject  invest  it,  and  con- 
sidering the  severe  consequences  which  would  accrue  from 
a  strict  and  rigid  enforcement  of  its  conditions,  and  with  . 
veiy^much  to  show  a  different  intention,  I  am  constrained 
You  XKXYL  21 
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to  hold  that  there  is  not  such  a  clear  expression  of  the  intent  of 
the  parties  as  would  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  amount 
named  was  designed  as  liquidated  damages. 

The  views  I  have  expressed  dispose  of  all  the  questions 
presented,  and  the  judgment  of  the  general  term  must  be 
affirmed. 

Woodruff,  J.  The  only  exception  which  appears  to  have 
been  taken  bj  the  appellants  to  the  ruling  of  the  referee  in 
receiving  or  rejecting  evidence,  was  to  his  sustaining  the 
plaintiff's  objections  to  proof  of  the  oral  negotiations  and  con- 
versations between  the  parties  prior  to,  and  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  contract  in  suit.  The  rule  is  too  familiar 
to  be  questioned  that  it  is  not  competant  to  alter,  vary  or 
affect  the  obligations  created  by  a  written  agreement  by  evi- 
dence of  cotemporaneous  or  prior  negotiations  of  the  parties. 
The  questions  whjch  were  objected  to  called  for  all  that  took 
place.  In  every  possible  view  of  the  subject  such  a  question 
was  properly  excluded. 

If  it  had  been  proposed  to  show  a  distinct  collateral  agree- 
ment not  embraced  in  the  terms  of  the  contract,  a  different 
question  would  arise,  but  there  was  no  such  claim  or  pre- 
tence. If  the  terms  of  the  agreement  were  ambiguous  in 
their  application  to  the  subject  matter,  it  might  be  competent, 
to  show  what  was  before  the  minds  of  the  parties,  but  no 
such  ambiguity  existed.  The  terms  of  the  written  agree- 
ment prescribed  certain  particulars,  and  in  respect  to  what 
was  not  specified.  The  engines  agreed  to  be  built  were  to 
be  unsurpassed  by  any  steamboat  engines  of  their  class,  and 
guaranteed  to  propel  a  boat  of  dimensions  stated,  at  a  speed 
mentioned.  It  is  clear  that  except  in  the  particulars  stated 
the  details  of  the  construction  were  left  to  the  judgment  of 
the  builders,  and  no  •evidence  of  parol  agreements  inconsistent 
with  this  was  admissible.  But  there  is  in  truth  no  founda- 
.tion  whatever  for  the  exception.  The  plaintiff's  counsel 
withdrew  his  objections,  and  the  witness  testified  at  great 
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length  to  bis  iDterviews  with  the  plaintiffs,  and  what  took 
place  between  them  from  the  moment  when  the  proposition 
to  build  was  first  made,  down  to  the  time  when  the  steam- 
boat went  to  Havana.  The  other  exceptions  are  chiefly 
addressed  to  the  findings  of  fact  which  are  not  the  subject 
of  review  in  this  court  in  the  form  presented  by  the  present 
case.  Had  the  supreme  court  deemed  it  their  duty  to 
reverse  the  judgment  upon  questions  of  fact,  and  so  stated 
in  the  order  of  reversal,  the  present  law  gives  this  court  juris- 
dictioto  to  review  such  questions.  The  appellant's  counsel 
in  his  argument  has  taken  a  much  wider  range,  and  asks  us 
to  reverse  because  the  referee  has  not  found  or  passed  upon 
various  matters  which  he  claims  were  in  issue.  If  he  desires 
a  more  full  or  specified  finding  he  should  have  required  it, 
and  if  necessary  have  sought  the  aid  of  the  court  below  to 
that  end.  It  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  to 
examine  the  case  except  upon  the  facts  found,-  and  if  there 
was  no  error  in  law  committed,  assuming  the  facts  to  be  as 
found  by  the  referee,  we  have  no  pther  alternative  but  to 
affirm  the  judgment.  Whether  upon  a  request  to  find  upon 
issues  or  questions  deemed  material,  and  a  refusal  by  the  ref- 
eree  to  find  either  way  an  exception  will  lie  which  would  be 
available  in  this  court,  was  left  undecided  in  Grant  agt^ 
Morse  (22  N.  T.  22.  323),  and  the  question  does  not  arise 
here,  for  the  case  does  not  show  that  the  appellant  desired 
or  has  in  any  manner* sought  or  requested  any  other  or  fur-' 
ther  findings  than  are  contained  in  the  report  of  the  referee. 
Upon  the  facts  found  the  conclusions  of  law  stated  by  the 
referee  ar^  inevitable,  unless  as  matter  of  law  it  be  true  that 
it  appears  by  such  findings  that  the  defendants  were  entitled 
to  be  allowed  $100  per  day  as  liquidatated  damages  for  the 
contractors'  delay  in  completing  the  engines  contracted  for  so 
fiuras  necessary  to  extinguish  all  clams  by  the  plaintiflTs 
asDgnOrs.  The  contract  bore  date  May  2S,  1857,  and  in 
terms  required  the  plaintifi^s  assignors  to  build  and  place  on 
board  a  steamboat  to  be  furnished  by  the  defendants,  two 
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steam  engines  of  the  description  specified,  for  the  price  of 
$8|000,  '^  and  to  have  the  same  completed  ready  for  steam,  d 
on  or  before  the  15th  of  October  next,  under  a  forfeiture  of 
$100  per  day  for  each  and  every  day  after  the  above  date 
until  the  same  is  completed  as  above/'  The  referee  lias 
found  that  the  work  so  agreed  to  be  done  was  not  completed 
until  about  the  middle  of  February,  1856, 120  days  after  the 
day  mentioned  for  its  completion.  It  does  not  appear  by 
any  distinct  specification  in  the  referee's  report  whetl^er  *he 
allowed  anything  to  the  defendants  for  damages  by  reasiiii  of 
the  delay^  or  whether  any  damages  were  proved  by  them  to 
have  been  sustained.  The  proper  inference  is  that  if  any 
were  proved  they  were  allowed. 

But  it  is  quite  clear  that  $100  per  day  or  $12,000,  were 
not  allowed,  else  it  would  have  extinguished  all  claims  by  the 
plaintifil  I  think  that  in  this  there  is  no  error.  First :  The 
contract  declares  this  provision  to  be  a  ^'  forfeiture."  .  It  must 
tiien  be  so  construed  and  the  parties  be  deemed  to  have  so 
intended,  unless  the  agreement  plainly  indicates  the  contrary. 
The  general  rule  requires  that  what  the  parties  themselves  • 
prescribed  as  a  forfeiture  shall  be  so  treated.  The  agreement 
in  this  case  does  not  clearly  indicate  the  contrary.  The 
engines  were  to  be  built  and  put  up  complete,  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  defendants  or  other  competent  judges.  The 
forfeit  or  penalty  as  such,  was  appropriate  to  compel  the 
plaintiff  to  supply  or  remedy  the  slightest*  deficiency,  but 
by  no  means  hidicated  that  a  slight  defect  easily  and  at  small 
expense  supplied,  was  to  be.  compensated  and  no  more  than 
compensated  at  $100  per  day.  Second:  The  report  of  the 
referee  shows  that  the  parties  themselves  either  treated  this 
provision  of  the  contract  as  not  providing  a  sum  certain  as 
liquiclated  damages,  or  for  reasons  satisfactory  to  themselves 
varied  performance  accordmg  to  the  letter  of  the  contract. 
On  the  27th  of  December,  seventy-two  days  after  the  expi- 
ration of  the  term  limiljed  by  the  contract  for  the  completion 
of  the  work,  they  adjusted  the  amount  due  to  the  assignors 
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of  the  plaintiff  at  $9,676.34,  recognizing  the  rights  of  the 
contractors  notwithstanding  the  delay,  to  the  full  contract 
price,  and  to  payment  for  extra  work  beyond  that  price. 
This  plainly  indicated  either  that  the  sum  mentioned  as  a  for- 
feiture watf  a  mere  penalty,  and  the  delay  was  without 
actual  damage  to  the  defendants,  or  that  such  penalty  or  for- 
feiture had  been  waived  by  reason  of  alteration  or  extra  work. 
Third;  If  the  question  whether  the  $100  per  day  was  intended 
Jby  the  parties  as  liquidated  damages  or  -a  penalty,  depended 
upon  facts  extrinsic  to  the  contract  itself,  as  upon  the  relation 
<>f  the  defendants  to  the  subject,  their  possible  engagements  to 
other  parties,  the  value  of  th^  use  of  the  completed  engines, 
or  other  circumstances  known  to  the  parties  when  the  con- 
tract was  made,  and  in  view  of  which  the  agreement  was 
entered  into,  these  were  subjects  of  proof  on  the  trial,  and  the 
finding  of  the  referee  so  far  as  it  could  properly  be  afiected  by 
such  cirumstances,  must  be  regarded  as  a  finding  of  fodts  and 
conclusive.  It  is  a  matter  of  some  satisfaction  to  me  (though 
not  within  our  province  to  investigate,  because  a  mere  ques- 
tion of  fact),  that  the  defendants  appear  by  the  evidence  to 
have  collected  from  the  party  by  whom  they  were  employed 
to  build  the  steamboat,  the  whole  bill,  and  even  more  than 
h^  been  awarded  to  the  plaintifis  in  the  action.  The  judg-  , 
ment'shouldbe  aflirmed     All  the  judges  concurred. 


to 
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BUFFALO  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Frank  Morgan,  respondent;  agt.  George  House,  appellant. 

To  janify  the  imingof  an  atlackment  under  eeotion  tbirty-three  of  the  aet  to  abol- 
lab  iiii]Niaoiiment  for  debt,  an  affldavit  moat  be  preaented  to  the  juatioe,  abowintg^f 
demand  ariaing  opon  contract  and  the  amount  of  it,  that  %o  warrant  can  uvim,  and 
that  the  defendant  reaidea  out  of  the  eountj. 

That  **  no  warrant  can  iaane "  ia  a  JuriadictioBal  fact,  to  be  afflrmatiTeljr  ahown. 

Fan  Kirk  agt.  Wxldt  (11  Barh.  520),  ia  in  confliot  with  JBenneU  agt  Brown  (4  Com$L 
i54),  and  moat  be  conaidered  aa  overruled. 

Chnerdl  Tem/ij  December^  1868. 

C,  H.  Park,  for  appeUunt. 

W.  W.  Rowley,  far  respondent 

By  the  courty  Hasten,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment rendered  in  a  justice's  court. 

The  action  was  commenced  by  attachment  under  the 
thirty-third  section  of  the  act  to  abolish'  imprisonment  for 
debt.  The  only  question  in  the  case  arises  upon  the  suffici- 
ency of  the  affidaivit  upon  which  the  attachment  issued. 

It  was  at  one  time  a  mooted  question  whether  the  statute 
required  that*  the  grounds  on  which  an  attachment  under 
that  section  is  authorized  to  be  issued  should  be  shown  to 
the  justice  by  a^davit.  The  supreme  court  without  much 
consideration  held  that  no  affidavit  was  required  or  necessary. 

In  Tayhr  agt.  Heath  (4  Dc7i.  692),  Judge  Beardslet 
reviewed  those  decisions  and  carefully  examined  the  provis- 
ions of  the  statute  bearing  upon  the  question.  He  showed 
that  such  an  affidavit  was  required  by  the  statute,  and  that 
there  was  no  authority  to  issue  an  attachment  under  that 
section  without  it.  In  the  reporif  of  the  case  it  is  said  that 
Judges  Bronson  and  Jewett  concurred  in  the  opinion  of 
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Judge  BeasdsleT;  that  the  judgment  of  the  justice's  court 
should  be  reversed  on  the  ground  it  did  not  appear  in  any 
i/oay^  that  the  defendant  was  a  non-resident,  without  express- 
ing any  opinion  whether  the  statute  required  an  affidavit 
in  such  case.  No  one  can  read  the  statutes  and  the  opinion 
of  Judge  Beardsley,  without  becoming  satisfied  that  Judge 
Beardslet  reached  the  right  conclusion. 

He  says  ^^  an  attachment  under  section  33  in  a  authorized 
because  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident,  and  one  against  whom 
no  warrant  can  issue^  but  these  facts  and  circumstances  must 
be  proved  by  affidavit.^ 

The  court  of  appeals  put  the  question  at  rest  by  adopting 
^he  conclusion  of  Judge  Beabdslet.  {Bennett  agt.  Brown 
(4  Comst.  254.) 

In  Van  Kirk  agt.  Wilds  (11  Barb.  520),  the  supreme 
court  held  that  an  affidavit  of  the  non-residence  of  the  defend- 
ant was  necessary  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  justice  to 
issue  the  attachment,  but  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  it 
should  show  that  no  warrant  could  issue.  The  learned  judge 
who  delivered  the  opinion  in  that  case,  does  not  give  the 
question  much  examination. 

Van  KirTc  agt.  WiMs  is  in  conflict  with  Bennett  agt.  Brotcn, 
and  was  decided  before  Bemiett  agt.  Brown  was  reported, 
and  probably  in  ignorance  of  it,  for  it  is  not  alluded  to. 

Van  Kirk  agt.  WUds  must  be  considered  as  overruled. 

The  33d  section  is,  "whenever  by  the  provisions  of  the 
thirtieth  section  of  this  act,  no  warrant  can  issue^  and  the 
defendant  shall  reside  out  of  the  coun*:y,  he  shall  be  pro- 
ceeded against  by  summons  or  attachment.''  The  act  also 
contains  the  following  provision :  "Before  any  attachment 
shall  issue  *  *  *  the  plaintiff  shall  by  his  own  affidavit 
or  that  of  some  other  person,  prove  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
justice,  the  facts  and  circumstances  to  entitle  him  to  the 
same.'' 

The  court  of  appeals  in  Bennett  agt.  Brown  {supra)^  held 
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that  this  provision  applied  to  attachments  tmcler  section 
thirty-three. 

To  justify  the  issuing  of  ah  attachment  under  section  thir- 
ty-three an  affidavit  most  be  presented  to  the  justice  show- 
ing a  demand  arising  upon  contract  and  the  amount  of  it  over 
all  discounts^  that  iw  warrant  canissfie^  and  that  the  defend- 
ant resides  out  of  the  county.  (2  R.  8.  230;  Latesy  ISai, 
'  396 ;  Bennett  agt.  Broum  (supra). 

The  affidavit  in  this  case  is  as  follows: 

"  Erie  county,  ss :  Frank  Morgan  being  duly  sworn  says, 
that  he  has  a  demand  against  the  defendant  George  House, 
arising  upon  contract,  amounting  to  over  twenty-four  dol- 
lars over  and  above  all  discounts,  and  that  the  said  Oeorge 
House  is  a  non-resident  of  Erie  county." 

It  is* claimed  that  this  affidavit  is  defective  in  not  showing 
that  the  demand  is  one  for  which  ^^  no  warrant  can  issu^.'' 
By  the  thirtieth  section  referred  to,  no  person  can  be  arrested 
'  ^'  upon  any  demand  arising  upon  contract  express  or  implied','* 
unless  it  be  for  money  collected  by  a  public  officer ;  or,^ibr 
any  misconduct  or  neglect  in  office ;  or,  in  any  professional 
employment.'' 

To  state  that  the  demand  arises  upon  contract,  does  not 
=  show  that  it  is  a  case  in  which  by  the  provisions  of  section 
thirty  "no  warrant  can  issue/'  for  it  may  be  oue  of  tlie  ex- 
cepted cases. 

An  action  by  a  client  against  his' attorney  for  money  col- 
lected by  the  latter  for  the  former,  is  u^ion  a  demand  arising 
upon  contract  and  yet  it  is  a  case  in  which  a  warrant  oan 
issue ;  and  in  which  consequently  an  attachment  under  sec- 
tion thirty-three  is  not  authorized.  (Stage  agt.  Stevens  (1 
JDen.  267.) 

The  affidavit  must  state  facts  arid .  circumstances.sufficient 
to  prove  the  jurisdictional  fact  that  the  case  is  one  in  which 
by  the  provisions  of  the  thirtieth  section,  no  warrant  can 
issue. 

The  affidavit  in  this  case  is  in  that  particular  defective. 
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That  the  demand  is' one  for  which  no  warrant  can  issue^ 
may  be  shown  by  stating  that  it  is  one  arising  upon  contract 
and  is  not  for  money  collected  by  a  public  officer^  or  for  any 
misconduct  or  neglect  in  office,' or  in  any  professional  em- 
ploymenty  or  by  stating  for  what  ti;e  demand  is,  as  for  work 
*and  labor,  or.goods  sold,  or  money  lent;  Ac. 

The  iudgment  must  be  reveraed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

John  If.  Otteb,  respondent,  agt.  The  Breyoobt  Pbtkolbux 
CoHPANTy  appellant. 


Where  a  petroleam  eompanj  newlj  organized  aaihoiised  W.  their  president  and 
h.  one  of  their  tmsteee,  to  tell  4,000  sharee  of  ftock  of  the  said  ooaipanj  for  $3.50 
per  share,  the  par  value  being  $10,  and  W.  reoeived  from  the  plaintiff  $1,750, 
and  gave  a  receipt  for  that  iiiin  from  the  plaiatifT  in  fall  for  700  iharee  of  the  capital 
•took  of  the  company,  the  receipt  to  be  exchanged  for  certificates  of  stock  on  pre- 
sentation to  the  secretary  and  signed  the  receipt  "  for  J.  Q.  W.,  treasurer,**— it 
constitntes  a  valid  contract  on  the  fkce  of  it,  binding  the  company  to  deliver  the 
stock  for  which  the  plaintiff's  money  was  received. 

There  is  no  role  of  public  policy  thst  requires  a  court  to  relieve  defendants  from  a 
contract,  otherwise  without  objection,  binding  it  to  the  delivery  of  shares  in  its 
capital  for  a  price  below  the  par  value.    {Per  Lbonard,  J.) 

Where  a  judgment  is  renderbd  for  damages  against  a  company  for  the  non-delivery 
of  900  shares  of  its  capital  stock  at  the  highest  market  rates  between  the  time  when 
the  plaintiff  demanded  oertillcates  therefor  and  the  day  of  trial,  waiving  the  specific 
delivery  of  the  shares,  the  plaintiff  claiming  that  the  company  had  rendered  them- 
selves incapable  of  performing  the  contract  sued  on,  because  the  particular  shares 
had  been  conveyed  to  another ;  nevertheless,  the  rule  of  damages  stated  is  correct ; 
bntnt  should  also  be  shown  that  the  company  had  not  other  shares  for  which  they 
could  lawfully  issue  certificates  to  the  plaintiff,  if  they  were  nnder  obligations  to 
do  so. 

MThere  the  plaintiff  purchased  of  W.  acting  as  aforesaid,  on  behalf  of  the  company, 
500  shares  of  its  capital  stock  and  represented  to  W.  that  he  bad  previously  pur- 
chased of  L.,  also  acting  as  aforesaid  on  behalf  of  the  company,  200  shares  more, 
and  W.  believing  such  representation  as  to  tlie  200  shares  to  be  tme,  received  pay 
for  the  700  shares  and  gave  receipt  as  aforesaid ;  and  it  turned  out  such  represen- 
tation was  untrue  in  fact,  and  the  company  tlierenpon  tendered  back  to  the  plain- 
tiff the  money  for  the  200  shares  and  refused  to  issue  the  certificates  for  the  200 
shares;  notwithstanding  such  receipt  and  payment,  there  was  not  a  valid  and 
binding  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  us  to  the  200  shares. 

The  agreement  to  sell  was  signed  by  W.  nnder  a  mistake  at  least,  as  to  the  fact  of  a 
sale  made  L.,  which  mistake  occurred  by  the  erroneous  statement  of  the 
plaintiff. 

First  Judicial  Districtj  General  Term^  December^  1868. 

Before  Hon.  Wh.  H.  Leonard,  P.  /•;  Sutherland  and 
Peckhah,  Justices. 

This  action  was  commenced  to  compel  the  specific  per- 
formance of  on  alleged  contract  for  the  sale  of  200  shares  of 
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the  stock  of  the  defendant  a  corporation  organized  under  the 
general  manufacturing  act  of  this  state. 

The  par  value  of  the  stock  is  $10  per  shore.  And  it  is 
alleged  that  the  defendant  agreed  to  sell  700  shares  of  such 
stock  to  the  plaintiff  for  $2.50  per  share.  i 

The  defendant  authorized  their  president  George  H.  White 
and  William  H.  Lee^  director  and  partner  with  the  plaintiff*, 
to  solicit  subscriptions  to  their  stock  and  after  the  plaintiff 
subscribed  verbally  for  500  shares.  White  then  left  town, 
but  on  his  return  called  to  see  Lee,  but  found  only  Otter 
who  assured  him  he  had  subscribed  with  Lee^  for  200  shares 
more  at  the  same  rate^  and  induced  White  to  take  the  money 
for  700  shares  and  he  gave  receipt  ^in  his  own  name  for  J. 
G.  WiUamSy  treasurer). 

Lee  denying  that  Otter  had  subscribed  for  the  200  extra 
eharesy  the  company  refused  to  ratify  the  subscription  and  the 
money  was  tendered  back  to  Otter.  There  were  8^000  shares 
of  the  stock  reserved  for  sale  of  which  only  4^000  were  dis- 
posed of. 

The  plaintiff'  brought  action  claiming  to  have  a  delivery  of 
the  200  shares  of  stock  he  had  agreed  with  Lee  to  subscribe 
for,  and  the  referee  instead  of  giving  him  the  stock  as  he 
claimed,  gave  him  a  money  judgment  against  the  defendant 
in  lieu  thereof  for  $6,948.64^  although  the  whole  original 
price  was  $500. 

D.  McMAHON^y&r  defendants^  appdkmts. 

1.  The  verbal  subscriptions  were  not  contracts  between  the 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant. 

2.  The  written  receipt  was  not  a  contract  between  the 
parties. 

(a.)  It  was  pot  a  contract  at  all|  but  a  mere  receipt  by 
Geo.  H.  White  for  the  treasurer. 

(&.)  It  does  not  purport  to  be  a  contract  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant.    The  defendant  is  not  a  party  to  it. 
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(e.)  It  was  not  ezecoted  by  authortj  of  the  trustees  wbo 
alone  had  power  to  contract  on  behalf  of  the^  defendants. 
{Lamof  IS^Q,  p.  65j%S.) 

(d.)  The  trustees  not  only  did  not  authorize  such  recei{)t, 
but  refused  to  confirm  the  verbal  subscription  for  stock  by 
the  plaintiff.  {Moss  agt.  LivingsUmy  4  N.  Y.  £.^08;  Be 
Witt  agt.  WaUfm^  9  N.  F.  JR.  671.) 

S.  The  subscription  for  the  stock  for  less  than  the  par 
value  thereof  and  any  couttact  founded  on  such  subseriptioa 
is  void. 

(a.)  The  whole  aniQunt  subscribed  must  be  paid  by  (^ 
stockholder,  (i««e?ft  cf  1848,  p.  6%^  %%  6  cmd  7),  and  a  fail- 
ure to  do  '80  witbin  two  years  wm'ks  a  forfeitiire  of  ike 
charter.     {Id.) 

'(fr.)  Until  such  payment  in  full  and  a  sworn  certificate 
tbereof  is  filed  and  recorded:  tb6  Moekholders  areindividiially 
tiable.    {Id.^^l04tll,) 

(c.)  Anf  issue  of  the  stock  for  one  quarter  of  its  amou^Ms 
a  fraud  on  the  laws  and  the  plaintiff  is  a  party  to  it. 

{d.)  I^uch  «  contract  as  is  aJkiged,  is  contrary  to  the  'pol- 
icy of  the  law  and  will  not  bb  sastained.  \T0yne  agt.  Eden^ 
<3'  Gaines,  21^ ;  N.  T.Firem^^s  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Mech.  Ins.  Go. 
n  TFeitd  31 ;  Peritn?  lagt.  fibtr^^,  16  Wmd.  412 ;  vTa^JMn 
il«t.  Waa»r,  6  am,  37,  ^(2  7  Id.  887.) 

The  plaintiff  (if  he  had  any  vaKd  claim),  had  >  his  electi^ 
to  rescind  the  contract  for  a  breach  and  bring  action  at  law 
for  his  damages  or  to  proce^  in  eq[Uity  to  compel  a  trans- 
fer of  the  stock.  He  made  that  election  and  claimed  thr 
<fltOck -speeiSoally^aiid  cannot  make  a  dew  election  and  recover* 
enormous  damages.     {Ste  Boyd  |igt.    Fi(iHderJ^j>»  1  Batb. 

It  was  monstrous  to  permit  a  new  election  every  time  one 
^l^rty-feufid  it  io  ki»i0terest>and  rtbe referee  had  no'right  to 

make  such  new  election  for  bim,  -and  <give  bim-yery  much 
•iMte  '«nd  ^an^iNitiff^y  idiffereot  Fensedy^for  -what  wast  claimed 

by  the  pleadiqgs. 
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The  bill  is  one  for  specific  performance  only,  the  damagea  ^ 
claimed  are  for  detention  of  the  stocky  yet  without  a  trial  by , 
jury,  the  referee  ignored  the  right  the  defendant  bad  to  a 
trial  by  jury  in  an  action  if  treated  as  breach  of  covenant. 

The  rule  of  damages  adopted  by  the  referee  was  errone- 
ous, th'e  action  being  in  its  essence  one  for  a  specific  per- 
formance,  his  legal  damages  were  loss  of  dividends  or  interest 
on  the  amount  paid,  viz.:  $2.50  per  share  on  200  shares,  the 
number  claimed  and  the  amount  paid  without  any.  proof  of 
what  the  value  was  at  the  time  of  the  breach  of  the  alleged . 
contract  and  interest  on  that  value,  a  rule  adopted  in  one 
case  {vide  BrinJcerhoff  agt.  JPhelps^  43  Barb,  p^  i69),  and  with- 
out any  proof  ol  what  the  market  value  was  at  the  time  and 
place  of  delivery  less  amount  paid,  a  rule  adopted  in  Dana . 
agt,  Feidler  (12  N.  Y.  R  40),  or  without  atiy  proof  of  the 
value  of  the  stock  at  the  time  of  the  filing  the  bill  after  de- 
ducting unpaid  purchase  money,  a  rule  adopted  in  Boyd  agt. 
Vanderkemp  (1  Barb.  Ch.  273),  or  without  any  proof  of  the 
difierence  in  value  between  cost  price  and  market  value  at . 
time  of*demand,  a  rule  adopted  in  7  Basw.  515,  and  6  Barb. 
646.    The  referee  allowed  the  highest  market  value  between 
the  day  of  breach  and  the  day  of  trial,  and  on  the  most  gen- 
eral and  unsatisfactory  proof  even  of  that  kind  gives  the  ex- 
traordinary judgment  of  nearly  $7,000  for  what  cost  only, 
$500.     Tlie  rule  ot  allowing  the  highest  market  value  be- 
tween breach  and  day  of  trial  is  confined  to  special  cases, , 
and  is  reprobated  in  Suydam  agt.  Jenkins.  (3  Sandf.  G14).   In 
the  plaintifPs  complaint  no  special  damages  are  averred.  The 
allegation  in  that  particular  is  of  a  round  sum.    No  such 
damages  as  the  referee  allowed  are  necessarily  implied  from 
the  breach  of  this  alleged  contract.     On  the  contrary  re*pay-  . 
ment  of  sum  advanced  and  interest  would  be  the  legitimate 
fruits  of  the  injury.    If  the  pkintifi*  sought  particular  or  spe- 
cial damages  he  must  have  alleged  them*     Contingent  profr- 
its  which  might  have  been  realized  from  the  fullfilmeot  of  a  . 
contract,  are  not  recoverable  as  damages   for  its  breach* 
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{Driggs  agt  Dwighty  17  IFwA  71;  4  Barb.  261;  Pcfer^  agt. 
TFAi^ne^,  23  £ar&.  24 ;  Hargous  agt  ^ftfon^  5  ifiZI,  472.) 

Lastly.  The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  the  plain- 
tiff's complaint  dismissed. 

R.  W.  Van  FEWy  far  plaintiff j  respondent. 

By  ilie  courtj  Leonard,  P.  J.  The  defendants  authorized 
George  H.  White,  their  president  and  William  H.  Lee,  a 
trustee  to  sell  four  thousand  shares  of  the  stock  of  the  com- 
pany for  $2.50  per  share,  the  par  value  being  $10.  White 
received  from  the  plaintiff  $1,750,  on  the  23d  of  August, 
1864,  and  signed  a  receipt  for  that  sum  from«the  plaintiff  in 
full  of  seven  hundred  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  com- 
pany, the  receipi^to  be  exchanged  for  certificates  of  stock  on 
presentation  to  the  secretary. 

White  signed  the  receipt  for  J.  G.  Williams,  treasurer; 
this  is  a  valid  contract  on  the  face  of  it  binding  the  company 
to  deliver  the  stock  for  which  the  plaintiff's  money  was 
received. 

It  is  said  that  public  policy  will  not  permit  an  incorpor- 
ated t^ompany  to  sell  its  own  shares  for  less  than  par.  The 
facts  are  not  before  the  court  to  raise  the  question  mentioned. 
It  has  not  been  made  to  appear  how  the  company  acquired 
the  stock.  It  may  have  been  issued  for  property  and 
acquired  subsequently  by  the  company,  or  it  may  have  been 
forfeited  stock  for  the  non-payment  of  the  subscription  price. 
It  cannot  be  inferred  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  that  the  stock 
had  not  been  fully  paid  up  and  afterwards  acquired  by  the 
company.  If  it  were  otherwise,  I  am  unable  to  perceive  any 
rule  of  public  policy  that  requires  the  court  to  relieve  tie 
defendants  from  a  contmct  otherwise  without  objection  bin<'-^ 
ing  it  to  the  delivery.of  shares  in  its  capital  for  a  price  below 
its  par  value.  The  contest  in  this  case  relates  to  the  non- 
delivery of  two  hundred  shares,  a  portion  of  the  number  men- 
tioned in  the  contract    The  company  delivered  to  the  plain- 


NEW  TOEK  PRACTICE  BEPOBT&  335 

Otter  agt.  Breyoort  Petroleam  Co. 

tiff  certiBcates  for  five  hundred  shares  admitting  the  validity 
of  the  contract  only  to  that  extent  When  the  receipt  was 
-signed  by  the  presi^ient  of  the  company  the  plaintiff  stated 
that  he  had  agreed  with  Mr.  Lee  to  take  two  hundred  shares 
from  him  in  addition  to  the  five  hundred  which  he  had  agreed 
before  that  time  verbally  with  the  president,  to  take  and  pay 
for  at  the  price  named.  He  stated  to  White  that  Lee  had 
agreed  that  he  should  have  two  hundred  shares  of  the  stock 
which  the  company  were  offering  to  dispose  of  through  the 
agency  of  White  and  Lee.  It  appeared  that  Lee  was  absent  - 
from  the  city  of  New  York  when  the  business  was  transacted 
and  White  relying  upon  the  truth  of  this  statement  received 
the  money  of  the  plaintiff  and  signed  the  obligation  of  August 
23dy  binding  the  company  to  deliver  the  additional  two  hun- 
dred shares  claimed  by  the  plaintiff.  Lee  was  a  witness  on 
the  trial  as  well  as  the  plantiff,  and  testified  that  he  had  not 
made  any  agreement  to  sell  the  two  hundred  shares  to  the 
plaintiff.  Upon  his  return  he  had  informed  the  officers  of 
the  company  that  he  had  not  made  any  such  agreement  as 
had  been  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  insisted  that  the  shares 
so  claimed  had  been  taken  by  and  belonged  to  him  the  said 
Lee.  The  defendants  accepted  his  version  of  the  matter  and 
issued  the  shares  in  controversy  to  Mr.  Lee.  It  is  qaite  clear 
from  an  examination  of  the  evidence  that  there  was  no  valid 
contract  between  Lee,  either  in  his  individual  capacity  or 
acting  as  the  trustee  and  agent  of  the  company,  and  the  plain- 
jtiff  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  the  shares  in  question. 

There  was  no  contract  in  writing  signed  by  the  parties  or 
either  of  them,  and  nothing  paid  or  received  on  account;  As 
between  Lee  and  the  plaintiflF  the  contract  was  nudum,pactutn 
and  in  no  way  obligatory  upon  either  party. 

The  statement  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  White  upon  which 
he  procured  the  contract  for  the  additional  200  shares  of 
stock,  was  without  foundation  and  ought  not  to  have 
been  made.  It  may  be  that  there  had  been  a  conver- 
sation between. Lee  and  the  plaintiff  to  the  effect  stated  by 
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the  plaiotiffv  and  the  plaintiff  may  not  hare  intended  a  fraud 
uppn  any  one,  but  that  does  not  strengthen  the  case  on  his 
pfuii  although  it  may  have  the  effect  of  relieying  him  from 
the  charge  of  misrepreeeotation .  with  a  fraudulent  intent 
The  agreement  was  signed  by  White  under  a  mistake  at  ' 
least  as  to  tlie  fact  of  a  sale  made  by  Lee,  and  that  mistake 
occurred  by  the  erroneous  statement  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
contract  for  that  reason  was  not  binding  upon  the  com- 
papy  ao  far  as  it  related  to  the  two  hundred  shares.  The 
defendants  were  willing  to  jrescind  and  tender  to  the  plain- 
tiff the  money  received  from  him,  but  he  declined  it.  The ) 
judgment  rendered  is  for  $6,948.64  damages,  for  the  non* 
delivery  of  the  two  hundred  shares  at  the  highest  market  rate 
between  the  time  when  the  plaintiff  demanded  certificates 
therefor  and  the  day  of  trial,  waiving  the  specific  delivery 
of  the  shares,  this  judgment  for  money  damages  instead  of 
the  shares,  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  upon  the  ground  that 
the  defendants  having  issued  certificates  for  the  said  shares 
to  lice  had  rendered  themselves  incapable  of  specifically  per- 
forming the  contract  by  delivering  the  shares  to  the  plain- 
tiff. The  rule  stated  is  correct,  but  the  fact  has  not  been 
shown  to  exist  as  claimed.  There  is  no  proof  that  the  de- 
fendants had  no  other  shares  for  which  they  could  lawfully 
issue  certificates  to  the  plaintiff  if  they  were  under  an  obli- 
gation to  do  so.  In  my  opinion  the  judgment  should  be 
reversed,  and  a  new  trial  be  had  before  the  same  referee,  with 
costs  to  abide  the  event. 
Judgment  reversed  and  new  trial  granted. 
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SUPREME  COUST. 

Phebe  Mai^le,  respondent,  agt.  John  Lewis,  appellant. 

In  an  action  for  the  recoverj  of  dowtr,  and  damaget  for  the  rents  and  profits;  where 
the  whole  premises  were  aliened  dnring  the  lifetime  of  the  hasband,  the  damages 
can  be  recovered  only  from  the  time  dower  was  demandedf  not  from  the  death  of 
the  hnsband. 

To  warrant  the  reversal  of  a  judgment  error  mutt  affimuUivety  appear,  uncertainty  is 
not  sniBcient. 

Where  lands  are  alienated  dnring  covertare  by  the  husband,  his  widow  is  entitled 
to  be  endowed  of  such  lands  amounting  to  one-third  of  the  yalue  thereof  at  the 
time  of  such  alienation. 

In  case  of  alienation,  the  value  of  the  dower  should  be  ascertained  at  the  trial  in  the 
following  manner,  to  wit :  Ascertain  when  the  premises  were  alienated,  and  in 
case  the  value  of  the  premises  is  greater  at  the  time  of  trial  than  at  the  Ume  of 
alienation,  from  causes  other  than  improvements  made  subsequent  to  such  aliena* 
tion,  to  ascertain  the  value  at  the  time  of  alienation,  and  judgment  should  provide 
for  admeasurement  according  to  such  value. 

The  value  can  be  more  satisfactorily  determined  upon  the  trial  than  by  the  commis- 
sioners. But  the  question  of  improvetMntt  are  to  be  determined  by  the  commis- 
sioners.  • 

A  judgment  for  the  anqoaliiied  recovery  of  one-third  of  the  land  is  not  warranted  in 
such  a  case. 

General  Term^  Septemher^  1867. 

Before  Daniels,  P.  /•;  Marvin  and  Davdes,  J.J. 

This  action  was  commenced  on  the  29th  day  of  August^ 
1862,  to  recover  dower  in  the  premises  described  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  damages  for  withholding  the  same. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  plaintiff's  husband  was  seized  of  said 
lands  during  coverture,  and  that  she  demanded  her  dower 
before  the  commencement  of  this  action.  And  it  is  also 
admitted  that  on  the  14th  day  of  February.  1842yajjudg- 
ment  in  the  supreme  court  of  this  state,  was  duly  given 
against  Sidney  Marble,  the  plaintiff's  husband,  by  virtue  of 
which  said  lands  were  sold  and  the  title  in  him  divested  in 
1843,  and  that  the  defendant  is  and  was  at  the  time  of  the 
demand  of  dower  and  the  commencement  of  this-  action,,  in 
Vol.  XXXVI.     *  22 
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possession  of  said  premises  by  virtue  of  the  title  thus  acquired ; 
and  it  is  further  admitted  that  neither  said  Sidney  Marble  nor 
the  plaintiff  have  been  in  possession  of^  or  exercised  any  con- 
trol over  said  premises  since  the  sale  and  alienation  by  virtue 
of  said  judgment,  and  that  said  Sidney  Marble  died^in  1861. 
Upon  these  admitted  facts  his  Honor  Judge  Mabvin  deci- 
ded, that  the  plaintiff  was  etitled  to  judgment  ^^for  one  third 
part  of  the  lands  described  in  the  complaint^  and  thirteen  dollars 
dainagesfor  detention  or  mesne  profits/^  These  conclusions 
of  law  the  appellant  claims  to  be  erroneous. 

Vanbeelip  &  Smith,  attorneys^  and 

J.  W.  I^ITH,  counsel  for  defendant^  appellant. 

L  A  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  in  lands  aliened  by  her 
husband  in  his  life-time  to  one-third  part  of  the  value  thereof 
at  tlie  time  when  the  title  passed  from  the  hushandy  and  no 
more.  (See  Humphrey  agt.  Phinney^  2  John.  484 ;  Dorches- 
ter agt.  Coventry  J  11  Id.  610;  Shaw  agt  White^  13  Id.  179; 
Dol^agt.  Bassetty  16  Id.  21 ;  Walker  agt,  Schuyler,  10  Wend. 
481.) 

2.  The  learned  judge  who  tried  this  cause  must  have  come 
to  his  conclusions  upon  the  basis  that  the  widow  is  entitled 
to  dower  according  to  the  increased  value  of  the  lands  exclu- 
sive of  improvements.  This  is  negatived  and  held  to  the 
contrary  in  all  of  the  cases  above  cited,  and  in  the  case  of 
Walker  agt.  Schuyler  (decided  after  the  adoption  of  the  R.  S. 
and  afber  reviewing  all  of  the  previous  cases),  it  is  expressly 
declared  that  ^^she  is  entitled  to  so  much  as  shall  he  equal  in 
value  to  one-third  of  the  value  of  the  lands  at  the  time  ofalien- 
ation^  and  no  more.^ 

3.  It  is  admitted  in  the  case  and  found  as  a  fact  by  the 
court,  that  the  premises  are  more  valuable  than  they  were  at 
the  time  of  alienation.  All  of  the  cases  before  cited,  hold 
that  the  value  may  be  ascertained  either  by  the  court  or  jury 
who  try  the  cause,  by  writ  of  inquiry,  or  by  the  commissioners 
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appointed  to  make  the  admeasurement^  and  in  this  case  the 
judgment  should  have  been  for  one-third  of  the  value  of  the 
premises  in  question  at  the  time  of  alienation^  (to  wit:  the 
18th  day  of  November,  1843),  to  be  ascertained  by  the 
commissioners,  and  not  for  one-third  part  ^f  the  land. 

n.  A  widow  is  not  entitled  in  an  action  for  her  dower  to 
damages  or  mesne  profits,  where  her  husband  does  hot  die 
seized  of  the  premises.  {See  Hitchcock  agt.  HarringtoUy  6 
John.  290;  Jackson  agt.  (yDonaghy^  7  Id.  2i7i  Johnson  agt. 
Thomas f  2  Paigey  337 ;  B.  S.  Vol  III.,  p.  33,  ^§  19  and  20, 
&thed.) 

If  the  action  is  against  the  heir  then  she  can  recover  dam- 
ages from  the  death  of  her  husband.  If  against  a  purchaser 
only  from  the  date  of  demand  of  dower.  But  in  no  case  can 
she  recover  damages  at  aU  unless  the  husband  died  seized.  In 
this  case  it  is  admitted  that  the  husband  was  not  seized  at 
the  time  of  his  death,   nor  had  he  been  since  1843. 

m.  Costs  should  only  have  been  allowed  to  the  plaintiff 
up  to  the  time  the  defendant  served  his  offer  of  judgment, 
and  not  for  the  full  costa  in  the  action^  (See  Code,  %  385.) 
It  will  appear  from  this  offer  that  the  precise  judgment  to 
which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  by  law  was  tendered  to  the 
plaintiflF  and  rejected. 

The  learned  justice  in  his  opinion,  says :  "  I  think  defend- 
ant's counsel  substantially  correct  touching  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  but  the  offier  was  too  restricted,  &c.  Granting  this 
to  be  so,  it  certainly  affords  no  reason  why  the  defendant 
should  be  beaten  upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  inasmuch  as 
the  offer  was  not  intended  to  afiect  anything  but  the  question 
of  costs. 

Again  the  learned  judge  says,.  ^^  the  question  as  to  the 
quantity  of  land  could  not  be  raised  on  this  trial,  but  will  be 
proper  for  the  commissioners.'' 

With  all  due  deference  it  is  submitted  that  this  question 
could  and  should  have  been  not  only  raised  as  it  tvaSj  but 
determined  by  the  court  on  the  trial    If  his  honor  had  found 
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as  proposed  by  the  defendant  the  value  of  the  land  at  the 
time  of  the  offer  or  trial,  and  at  the  time  of  the  alienation, 
then  there  would  have  remained  but  a  simple  arithmetical 
question  as  to  whether  the  offer  was  sufficient,  even  if  it  is 
to  be  restricted  and  confined  by  the  surplus  words  contained 
in  brackets  in  said  offer  (viz:  five  and  one-fourth  acres). 
But  his  honor  held  upon  the  trial  as  he  does  in  his  opinion. 
We  therefore  submit  that  the  judgement  should  have  been 
for  costs  up  to  the  time  of  the  offer,  and  if  the  commissioners 
find  five  and  one-fourth  acres  at  its  present  value  equal  to 
one-third  of  the  value  at  the  time  of  alienation,  then  that  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  costs  after  the  offer. 

lY.  The  learned  justice  seems  to  suppose  that  the  rights 
of  the  defendant  will  be  protected  by  reason  of  the  reference 
in  his  decision  to  the  '^statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,''  by  which  the  commissioners  are  to  be  governed. 

This  clearly  is  not  so.  The  statute  {see  vol  3,  p.  792,  ^ 
13,  6th  ed.  22.  5.),  simply  provides  that  the  commissioners 
shall  take  into  view  any  permanent  improvements,  4c.,  and 
if  practicable  to  award  such  improvements  within  the  past 
not  allotted  to  such  widow,  and  if  not  practicable,  then  to 
make  a  deduction  proportionate  to  the  benefit  she  will  derive 
from  such  improvements.  This  practically  will  be  of  no 
benefit  to  the  defendant  for  the  reason  that  the  increased 
value  of  the  land  arises  almost  entirely  from  extrinsic  circum- 
stances and  the  natural  rise  in  the  value  of  the  land  where 
this  is  located,  and  not  from  permanent  improvements  made 
therein,  and  the  defendant  and  not  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  this  enhanced  value.  {See  cases  before  cited.) 
By  carrying  out  the  judgment  in  this  case  in  pursuance 
of  the  statute  referred  to,  it  cannot  fail  to  appear  that  the 
plaintiff  will  get  the  entire  benefit  of  the  increased  value  of 
the  land  from  its  natural  rise,  to  ^hich  by  the  law  she  is  not 
entitled. 

Bemis  &  Stevess^  for  plaintiff  respondent 
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J.  H.  Stevens,  of  counsel. 

The  plaintiflf  married  Sidney  Marble  in  June,  1833.  He 
died  in  February  1861,  having  been  seized  in  fee  of  the  lands 
in  question  during  coverture.  The  plaintiff  demande'd  her 
dower,  which  was  refusad,  and  then  brought  her  action  on 
the  29th  day  of  August,  1862.  These  facts  entitled  the  plain- 
tiff to  recover  judgment  for  the  one  undivided  third  part  of 
the  lands  described  in  the  complaint,  to  be  admeasured  with- 
out specifying  the  number  of  acres  ia  the  judgment.  (1  Bev. 
Stat.  740,  %  1.) 

I.  The  one-third  of  the  value  of  the  mesne  profits  of  the 
lands  from  the  time  the  plaintiff  demanded  her  dower,  was 
$13.  This  evidence  was  properly  received.  The  defendant 
comes  within  the  meaning  of  the  expression  *'  other  persons," 
in  section  20,  1  Revised  Statutes  742.  The  plaintiff  recov- 
ers damages  from  this  class  of  persons  from  the  time  of 
'* demanding  her  dower/'  ''and  in  all  cases  to  be  estimated 
to  the  time  of  recovering  judgment    {Id.) 

n.  The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  a  more  favorable 
judgment  than  the  one  offered.  The  ofier  was  too  restricted 
in  offering,  5^  acres  only,  and  that  too  without  specifying 
what  portion  of  the  60  37-100  acres,  whether  of  cultivated 
or  uncultivated  lands.  The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover 
the  one  "  third  part,"  leaving  the  particular  part  to  be  selected 
and  determined  by  the  commissioners  appointed  for  that 
purpose  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  after  the  judgment 
determining  the  right  to  recover.  The  plaintiff  could  not 
with  any  safety  accept  the  offer,aa  she  would  have  been  lim- 
ited to  5i  acres.  The  number  of  acres  may  depend  upon 
the  land  which  the  commissioners  might  set  apart.  Hence 
it  is  claimed  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs.  (10  Wend. 
480,  3  Barb.  23-4,  2  Bev.  Stat.  490,  ^  13.) 

It  is  submitted  that  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Qrovsb,  J.    The  court  upon  trial  had  nothing  to  do  with 
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the  offer  of  judgment  served  by  defendant  upon  phintifi) 
that  offer  only  affects  the  question  of  costs,  which  question  aa 
thus  affected,  did  not  arise  until  the  rights  of  the  parties  had 
been  determined,  and  it  appeared  fipm  such  determination 
that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  costs  subsequent  to  the 
offer  {Codej  %  3S5). 

These  offers  are  not  evidence  upon  the  trial.  The  offer 
appears  as  part  of  the  evidence  given  upon  the  fcrial,  and  from 
the  opinion  of  the  judge  its  effect  appears  to  have  been  de* 
termined  by  him  ;  I  think  that  determination  correct.  The 
offer  was  too  indefinite  a  foundation  for  a  judgment;  a  judg- 
ment for  the  recovery  of  five  and  a  half  acres  of  the  land 
claimed  without  further  discription,  would  have  been  void 
for  uncertainty ;  nothing  could  have  been  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff*  upon  the  execution  issued  upon  such  a  judgment. 
The  same  remark  applies  to  the  offer  so  &r  as  the  damages 
are  concerned.  It  should  have  been  for  a  sum  certain  so 
that  if  accepted  judgment  for  the  amount  conld  have  been 
at  once  entered. 

From  the  finding  of  facts  by  the  judge,  it  would  appear 
that  the  offer  was  for  a  sum  certain,  viz. :  eight  dollars,  but 
from  the  offer  found  in  the  case  it  was  tor  the  rents  and  prof- 
its of  the  five  and  a  half  acres  from  the  death  of  the  husband. 
The  case  leaves  it  uncertain  whether  damages  were  awarded 
to  the  plaintiff"  from  the  death  of  the  husband,  or  from  the 
time  dower  was  demanded  by  the  plaintiff*.  If  the  former  it 
was  error.  If  the  latter  it  was  correct.  The  land  of  which 
dower  was  sought  to  be  recovered  was  alienated  by  the  plain- 
tiff* in  eighteen  hundred  and  forty-thrcfe,  long  before  his  death ; 
and  in  case  of  alienation  by  the  husband  in  his  lifetime,  dam- 
ages can  only  be  recovered  from  the  time  of  a  demand  of 
dower.  The  defendant's  counsel  insists  that  in  such  case  no 
damages  at  all  can  be  recovered ;  but  the  statute  expressly 
gives  damages  from  the  demand  (3  R.  S.  33,  §  20).  From 
the  printed  portion  of  the  case  it  would  appear  that  the  dam- 
ages were  computed  from  the  death,  but  from  the  words 
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hdded  in  writiag,  the  computation  may  bavel>een  from  the 
demaniJ  of  dower  only ;  to  warrant  a  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment error  must  affirmatively  appear ;  uncertainty  is  not  suf- 
ficient. The  more  material  question  in  the  case  is^  whether 
the  judgment  is  correct  in  awarding  the  plaintiff,  one-third 
of  the  lands  described  in  the  complaint,  or  whether  it  should 
have  provided  for  the  recovery  of  land  equivalent  in  value  to 
one-third  of  the  v%ilue  of  the  land,  as  such  value  was  at  the 
time  of  the  alienation  by  the  husband  in  eighteen  hundred 
and  forty-three  f  The  rule  appears  to  be  settled  in  this  state 
that  when  lands  are  alienated  during  coverture  by  the  hus«- 
bandy  his  widow  is  entitled  to  be  endowed  of  such  lands 
amounting  to  one-third  of  the  value  at  the  time  of  alienation. 
Such  was  the  rule  before  the  Revised  Statutes  {Shau^  agi. 
Whitey  13  John.  177;  Dorchester  agt  Coventry^  11  Id.  509  5 
Humphreif  agt.  Phinneyy  2  Id.  4S4).  This  rule  was  not 
changed  by  the  revision  {Walker  agt.  Schuyler ^  10  Wend. 
481).  The  question  is  whether  in  such  a  case,  in  an  action 
for  the  recovery  of  dower,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judg- 
ment for  the  money  of  one-third  of  the  land  or  whether  the 
judgment  should  be  for  the  recovery  of  land  of  the  value  of 
one-third  of  tiie  value  of  the  whole  at  the  time  of  the  aliena- 
tion, and  whether  the  judgment  should  settle  the  value  at 
the  time  of  alienation  and  consequently  the  value  to  be  recov- 
ered f  It  is  insisted  by  the  plaintiff  that  although  the  rule 
may  be  aa  stated,  yet  the  former  is  the  judgment  to  be  giveUi 
and  that  the  commissioners  to  admeasure  dower  are  to  settle 
the  question  of  the  value  at  the  time  of  alienation  and  con- 
sequently the  value  of  the  land  to  be  admeasured.  I  am  not 
aware  that  this  precise  question  has  been  settled  by  any 
adjudication.  The  cases  above  cited  from  Johnson  tend  to 
show  that  in  the  former  action  of  dower  previous  to  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  the  extent  of  the  widow's  right  of  recovery  in 
case  of  alienation  by  the  husband  during  his  life,  was  to  be 
ascertained  upon  trial  and  fixed  by  the  judgment,  otherwise 
the  pleas  demurred  to  were  improper  and  should  have  been 
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overruled.  The  case  in  the  tenth  of  Wendell  tends  to  show 
that  in  the  action  of  ejectment  for  the  recovery  of  dower 
given  by  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  a  substitute  for  the  former 
action,  the  extent  of  the  widow's  right  was  not  fixed  by  the 
judgment,  but  was  ascertained  by  the  admeasurement  of  the 
dower  after  judgment  in  the  ejectment  suit.  The  point  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  presented  to  the  court  in  any  form, 
but  the  case  shows  that  the  court  set  aside  the  report  of  the 
commissioners,  because  they  were  not  guided  in  the  admeas- 
urement by  the  value  at  the  time  of  alienation,  but  adopted 
the  value  at  the  time  of  the  death.  The  point  has  not  been 
decided  under  the  Code.  I  think  the  correct  practice  in  case 
of  alienation  would  be,  to  ascertain  upon  trial  when  the 
premises  were  alienated,  and  in  case  the  value  of  the  prem- 
ises were  greater  at  the  time  of  trial  than  at  the  time  of  alien- 
ation from  causes  other  than  improvements  made  subsequent 
to  such  alienation  upon  the  premises,  to  ascertain  the  value 
at  the  time  of  alienation,  and  that  the  judgment  should  pro- 
vide for  admeasurement  according  to  such  value.  The  value 
can  be  more  satisfactorily  determined  upon  trial  than  by  the 
commissioners.  There  is  no  way  that  the  latter  can  ascer- 
tain such  value  except  from  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  and 
the  statute  has  not  in  terms  conferred  any  such  po.wer  upon 
the  conmiisaioners.  It  does  provide  that  when  improvements 
have  been  made,  such  improvements  if  practicable  shall  be 
given  to  the  owner  of  the  inheritance,  if  not  practicable  to 
do  this  that  an  eqivalent  for  such  improvements  shall  be  given 
such  owner,  thus  conferring  the  power  upon  the  commission- 
ers to  ascertain  and  determiQe  by  whom  the  improvements 
were  made,  and  their  value ;  it  will  thus  be  seen,  that  the  ques- 
tion as  to  improvements  are  to  be  determined  by  the  com- 
missioners. In  the  present  case,  I  do  not  think  the  question 
as  to  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  the  title  of  the  hus- 
band was  extinguished  by  the  sale  on  the  judgment  against 
him  necessarily  arises.  The  presumption  in  the  absence  of 
proof  to  the  contrary  is,  that  the  value  was  substantially  the 
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same  then  as  at  present.  The  oniis  of  showing  that  it  was  less^ 
was  upon  the  defendant.  The  case  does  not  show  any  excep- 
tion to  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  rejecting  proof  offered  by  the 
defendant  upon  this  point ;  all  that  appears  in  the  case  is  that  it 
was  admitted  that  improvements  have  been  made  upon  the  land; 
and  that  the  premises  are  more  valuable  than  they  were  when 
the  husband's  title  passed  from  him  in  1843.  For  aught 
that  appears  the  whole  case  of  value  is  in  consequence  of  the 
improvements.  The  improvements  we  have  seen  fall  within 
the  power  of  the  commisioners  to  determine.  The  judgment 
rendered  by  the  judge  in  this  respect  was^  that  commission- 
ers be  appointed  upon  application  to  the  court  to  admeas- 
ure dower  of  the  land^  pursuant  to  the  statute.  This 
was  the  only  proper  judgment,  unless  it  aflSrmatively  appears 
that  the  lands  Were  enhanced  in  value  from  other  causes. 
The  judgment  actually  entered  is  not  warranted  by  the  order 
of  the  judge.  That  judgment  is  for  the  unqualified  recovery 
of  one-third  of  the  land.  An  appeal  fromthe  judgment  is  not 
the  proper  mode  of  correcting  this  error.  It  should  be  done 
upon  motion  at  special  term ;  no  question  is  made,  but  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  costs,  unless  precluded  by  the 
offer  of  judgment;  we  have  already  seen  that  the  offer  in 
this  case  is  insufficient  for  that  purpose.  The  judgment  should 
be  be  affirmed. 
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SUPREME  COURT- 

WiLLUM  B.  BATTOry  respcmdent,  agt.  William  W.  Healet, 

appellant. 

WbeM  keartojf  UsUntony,  which  is  clearly  incompetant  and  irreleyant,  is  admitted 
on  the  trialf  it  cannot  be  regarded  as  an  error  tiiat  conid  have  worked  no  injury, 
where  a  collateral  isene  of  credibility  was  raised  in  the  case  between  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant,  and  the  determination  of  the  main  issae  depended  npon  which  of 
the  parties  was  believed  by  the  Jary,  snob  testimony  having  a  tendency  to  contn^ 
diet  one  of  the  parties. 

Erie  General  Temiy  Sepiemhert  1867. 

Before  Daniels,  P.  J.;  Marvin  €md  Davis,  J.J. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  Allegany  county 
court,  affirming  <jiat  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  upon  the  verdict 
of  a  jury  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $36.64,  with  costs. 

Complaint.  For  pasturing  defendant's  sheep  at  three  cents 
per  head  per  week,  claiming  $39.15. 

Answer.  Denial,  alleging  price  at  two  cents  per  week,  also 
claiming  damages  for  a  breach  of  warranty  as  to  the  condition 
of  pasture  and  fences. 

There  was  a  conflict  between  the  testimony  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  on  the  trial  as  to  price.  The  plaintiff 
testified  that  at  Lemon's  stoop  he  told  defendant  that  '^  he 
should  charge  him  three  cents  per  head  per  week." 

The  defendant  denies  this  claiming  that  it  was  two  cents 
per  week.  All  the  witnesses  agree  that  two  cents  per  week 
was  the  highest  price  for  the  best  pasture.  The  defendant 
being  extensively  engaged  in  keeping  sheep  and  hiring  them 
pastured,  on  cross-examination  by  plaintiff,  testified  that  he 
"never  paid  over  two  cents  per  head  per  week." 

The  plaintiff,  in  order  to  attack  the  credibility  of  the 
defendant  as  a  witness,  and  to  contradict  his  statements,  gave 
m  evidence  the  declaration  of  one  Faucett  to  William  White, 
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a.  witness  for  plaintiff)  tending  to  show  that  Healy  was  to 
pay  and  did  pay  2J  cents  per  week. 

The  jury  evidently  found  with  the  plaintiff*  as  to  the  price, 
deducting  for  the  absence  of  42  sheep,  which  escaped  through 
defective  fences  and  pastured  upon  lands  of  James  Scott. 

Hakes  &  Stevens, /^r  appellant. 

I.  The  justice  erred  in  overruling  the  defendant's  objection 
to  the  question  put  to  the  witness  Healy,  viz:  "Did  Mr. 
White  state  to  him  what  he  charged  him  for  sheep  pasture 
per  head  per  week,  or  what  aggregate  for  the  sheep  pasture 
when  pastured  at  his  place?''  and  *^state  the  conversation 
between  you  and  Mr,  White  with  regard  to  the  pasturing 
the  sheep  at  his  place,  relative  to  the  price  at  the  time  of 
taking  them  away!"  This  evidence  was  wholly  immaterial, 
having  no  reference  to  the  contract  in  question,  but  relating 
to  a  subsequent  contract  with  another  party. 

^*  The  admission  of  irrelevant  evidence  is  good  ground  for 
a  n^w  tnal,  as  it  is  impossible  to  say  what  influence  the  evi- 
dence may  have  exerted  on  the  minds  of  the  jury.''  {Dresser 
agt.  Ainsworthy  9  Barb.  619;  Clarh  agt.  Vorce^  19  Wend. 
232;  Boylan  agt.  Colmafiy  13  Barb.  42.) 

n.  The  justice  erred  in  overruling  the  defendant's  objec- 
tion to  the  foUovnng  question  put  to  the  witness  William 
White,  viz:  "Did  you  understand  from  Paucett  the  price 
per  head  per  week  that  the  defendant  was  to  pay  Faucett  & 
White!"  The  answer  to  this  question,  viz:  "I  did.  He 
reported  to  me  240  wethers  at  2  J  cents  per  head  per  week," 
was  irrelevant  and  was  incompetent  as  being  clearly  hearsay 
evidence.  The  report  of  Faucett  was  but  the  declaration  of 
a  third  person,  not  a  party.  The  credibility  of  the  respect- 
ive parties  as  witnesses  became  a  very  material  question. 
This  evidence  was  used  on  the  trial  to  discredit  Healy,  by 
contradicting  his  statement  that  he  never  paid  over  two  cents 
per  head. 


\ 
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In  WorreU  agt.  Parmlee  (1  Corns.  521),  iu  reviewing  a  judg- 
ment of  a  justice,  Mr,  Justice  Jewett  uses  this  language, 
viz :  "  Where  error  is  in  the  admission  of  illegal  evidence 
which  bears  in  the  least  degree  on  the  question  at  issue,  it 
cannot  be  disregarded.'^ 

In  Bort  agt.  Smith  (5  Barb.  285),  Mr.  Justice  Pratt  uses 
this  language,  viz :  ^'  The  true  rule,  we  apprehend,  is  this; 
when  the  fact  in  dispute  is  so  clearly  proved  by  competent 
testimony  that  the  county  court  would  have  been  legally 
bound  had  no  improper  testimony  been  admitted,  to  reverse  * 
a  judgment  adverse  to  such  proof,  then  .a  judgment  iu 
accordance  with  such  proof  ought  not  to  be  reversed,  although 
improper  testimony  may  have  been  admitted.'*  If  that  tes- 
timony had  been  excluded,  would  a  judgment  have  been 
reversed  if  the  jury  had  by  their  verdict  found  the  price 
to  be  two  cents  instead  of  three  cents  per  week  f  Clearly 
not.  The  judgment  would  not  have  been  reversed  if  the 
judgment  had  been  wholly  in  favor  of  the  defendant  instead 
of  the  plaintiff. 

III.  The  justice  erred  in  overruling  the  defendant's  objec- 
tion to  the  following  question  put  to  the  witness  White, 
viz :  ''  How  many  more  sheep  did  defendant  report  than 
Faucett,  and  how  much  more  time  than  defendant  f ''  Thia 
was  offered  evidently  to  contradict  Healy  by  the  statements 
of  Faucett  as  to  the  time,  as  tending  to  show  that  the  sheep 
were  at  plaintiff's  pasture  for  a  longer  time  than  he  admit* 
ted.     That  evidence  was  hearsay  and  irrelevant. 

rV.  The  judgment  is  against  evidence  and  excessive.  1. 
The  testimony  of  plaintiff  that  not  over  a  week  or  ten  days 
after  the  sheep  were  taken  to  pasture  that  he  should  charge 
three  cents,  with  no  proof  that  the  defendant  agreed  to  it, 
was  insufficient  to  establish  a  contract  as  to  price.  The 
minds  of  the  parties  did  not  meet.  He  could  only  recover 
on  a  ^^  quantum  meruit.^  None  of  the  witnesses  placed  the 
value  over  two  cents  per  week  for  the  best  of  pasture  pro- 
tected by  sufficient  fences.    The  evidence  is  that  the  pasture 
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in  which  the  261  sheep  were  kept  was  only  sufficient  for  75 
sheep  for  the  time.     This  is  not  contradicted. 

The  evidence  of  Thomas  Reynoldson,  the  agent  of  defend- 
ant, establishes  a  warranty  that  the  pasture  was  enough  for 
$500  sheep,  and  was  enclosed  by  a  sufficient  fence.  It  is 
true  that  Battin  first  testified,  "  No  man  ever  called  on  me 
in  regard  to  the  pasturing  for  defendant,"  and  that  he  never 
had  any  acquaintance  with  defendant  until  that  day  on  Lem-« 
'  on's  stoop.  But  after  Reynoldson  was  sworn  the  plaintiff 
admitted  that  he  did  come  to  his  house,  and  inquired  about 
the  pasture,  and  that  he  knew  from  Eeynoldson's  statements 
that  he  had  been  in  defendant's  employ ;  but  he  does  not 
deny  the  representations  sworn  to  by  Reynoldson. 

That  the  defendant  sustained  damages  to  a  large  amount 
by  reason  of  pjttiog  261  sheep  in  a  pasture  only  sufficient 
for  75  for  the  time,  is  established  beyond  contradiction.  The 
sheep  lost  flesh  instead  of  gaining  as  they  should,  and  were 
scattered,  and  a  portion  of  them  lost. 

Manifest  injustice  has  been  done  the  defendant,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  county  court  and  of  the  justice  should  be 
reversed. 

D.  H.  HoLLiDAT,  for  respondent 

This  action. was  brought  before  justice,  to  recover  for  the 
price  of  pasturing  sheep.  Judgment  given  for  plaintif!. 
Defendant  appealed  to  county  court,  and  there  the  judgment 
affirmed. 

I.  The  plaintifl^  only  sought  to  recover  on  the  contract 
price,  three  cents  per  week,  and  gave  no  evidence  whatever 
on  the  value  of  the  keeping.  The  issue  was  as  to  whether 
defendant  made  a  bargain  to  pay  three  cents  per  week,  and 
the  jury  found  that  he  did.  The  questions  asked  the  witness 
White,  and  objected  to  by  defendant,  are  wholly  immaterial, 
and  had  no  bearing  on  that  issue,  and  could  not  affect  it,  one 
way  or  the  other.    What  defendant  had  paid  or  agreed  to 
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pay  otherS;  was  not  in  any  way  connected  witb^  nor  could 
it  in  anywise  affect,  the  contract  between  the  parties. 

n.  It  is  a  familiar  principle,  that  when  there  is  abundant 
evidence  to  sustain  the  finding,  the  giving  of  irrelevant  testi- 
mony which  might  have  a  bearing,  will  be  disregarded.  But 
in  this  case  the  testimony  given,  though  irrelevant,  is  remote 
from,  and  did  not  directly  or  indirectly  aflect  the  issue.  This 
was  the  view  taken  by  the  county  court,  and  on  this  ground 
that  court  very  properly  aflBrmed  the  the  judgment. 

By  the  courty  Davis,  J.  This  action  was  brought  upon 
an  alleged  contract  for  the  pasturing  of  260  sheep  at  ^'  three 
cents  per  head  per  week.^'  The  plaintiff  gave  evidence  tend- 
ing to  prove  the  alleged  agreement  as  to  the  price,  the  sub-* 
stance  of  which  was  that  a  few  days  after  the  sheep  were 
turned  into  the  pasture,  he  saw  the  defendant  and  told  him 
that  he  should  charge  him  three  cents  per  head  per  week, 
that  defendant  said  :  ^^  It  is  a  big  price  and  run  one's  own 
risk.^'  To  which  plaintiff  answered  that  they  seemed  to  be 
all  large  sheep,  and  defendant  then  turned  and  went  into  the 
store  (on  the  steps  of  which  the  parties  were  standing),  and 
nothing  more  was  said  about  it. 

As  the  sheep  were  kept  subsequently  to  this  conversation 
for  several  weeks  in  the  plaintiffs  pasture,  it  follows,  that  if 
the  jury  believed  plaintiff's  statement  of  this  conversation, 
they  would  be  justified  in  finding  the  alleged  special  agree- 
ment as  to  price,  because  by  continuing  to  keep  his  sheep 
in  plaintiff's  pasture,  the  defendant's  assent  to  the  terms 
might  be  inferred  as  to  price.  The  defendant  denied  having 
the  conversation  as  to  price,  as  stated  by  plaintiff,  and  gave 
evidence  to  show  that  the  pasturing  was  worth  much  less 
than  three  cents  per  head.  On  his  cross-examination  lie^ 
stated  in  substance,  that  he  never  had  paid  over  two  cents 
per  head ;  that  the  sheep  were  taken  from  plaintiff's  pasture 
to  a'farm  owned  by  one  White  and  occupied  by  one  Faucett, 
where  they  were  kept  several  weeks,  and  that  he  paid  White 
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two  cents  per  head  per  week ;  and  he  was  asked  several 
questions  relative  to  what  White  stated  as  to  his  charge  for 
pasturage,  which  elicited  nothing  of  any  moment. 

The  question  whether  the  sheep  were  pastured  at  the 
agreed  price  of  three  cents  per  head  or  not,  depended  ahxiost 
wholly,  if  not  altogether,  on  which  of  the  parties  to  the  suit 
the  jury  believed. 

After  the  ^defendant  rested  his  case,  the  plaintiff  called 
William  W.  White,  who  testified  to  the  pasturing  of  240  of 
the  sheep  on  his  farm  occupied  by  Faucett,  late  in  the  sea- 
son, and  that  he  and  Faucett  were  partners  in  the  pastur- 
^  age.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  then  put  to  him  the  following 
question :  '*  Did  you  understand  from  Faucett  the  price  per 
head  per  week  that  defendant  was  to  pay  Faucett  and 
White!"  Objected  to  as  being  irrelevant  and  hearsay; 
objection  overruled.  Answef.  I  did.  He  replied  to  me,  240 
wethers  at  2i  cents  per  head  per  week,  and  the  time  which 
I  took  from  ray  books.  Defendant  reports  more  sheep  and 
less  time  than  Faucett  in  his  bill  to  me. 

Q.  How  many  more  sheep  did  defendant  report  than  Fau- 
cett, and  how  much  more  time  than  defendant.  Objected 
to  same  as  before,  and  same  ruling.  He  reported  14  more 
sheep,  and  Faucett  six  day's  more  time  than  defendant  did. 

This  testimony  was  clearly  irrelevant  and  immaterial  upon 
the  question  of  the  contract,  and  for  that  reason  the  county 
court  has  regarded  it  as  an  error  that  could  have  worked  no 
injury.  But  the  court  overlooked  the  fact  that  a  collateral 
issue  of  credibility  was  raised  in  the  ca8e,*between  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant,  and  that  the  determination  of  the  main 
issue  depended  upon  which  of  the  parties  was  believed  by 
the  jury.  For  the  purpose  of  impairing  the  credit  of  defend- 
ant, the  statements  which  he  had  made  on  his  cross-examin- 
ation were  allowed  to  be  contradicted,  not  by  the  testimony 
of  Faucett,  but  by  his  statements  to  his  partner  White.  The 
testimony  which,  was  given  on  that  point,  was  mere  hear- 
say, for  he  knew  nothing  of  any  arrangement  as  to  the  price 
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of  pasturiDj;  defendant  was  to  pay,  except  what  Faucett 
stated;  nor  as  to  any  discrepancy  between  defendant  ^nd 
Faucett  as  to  the  account  for  that  pasturage.  Yet  Faucett's 
statement  which  tended  to  contradict  defendant's  oath,  was 
laid  before  the  jury  under  a  ruling  of  the  court,  and  it  isimpos- 
sible  to  say  that  the  contradiction  between  defendant  and 
Faucett  thus  improperly  proved,  may  not  have  turned  the 
scale  in  the  conflict  of  credibility  between  plaintiff  and 
defendant.  I  think  the  admission  of  the  answers  of  White 
to  the  questions  objected  to  was  an  error  which  cannot  be 
be  overlooked;  and  that  the  judgments  below  must,  there- 
fore be  reversed. 
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JoHK  BezkoH;  appellant,    agt.  Stephen  D.  Webb, 
respondent.  • 

The  tenn  "administrator''  added  to  tbe  name  of  the  fuijee  of  a  note,  ie  a  mere,  word 
of  description,  in  no  respect  essential  to  tbe  right  of  the  payee  to  sue. 

Where  sneh  a  note  is  given  to  the  payee  by  tbe  maker  to  seoare  a  debt  due  fW>m  tba 
latter  to  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  payee's  deceased  wife,  the  payee  can  sne  and 
recover  npon  it  in  his  own  name,  for  tbe  benefit  of  those  who  may  be  entiUed 
nldmately  to  its  avails. 

Seventh  Distridy  General  Term^  Marchy  1867. 

Before  J.  C.  Smith,  E.  D.  Smith  and  Johnson,  Justices. 

In  the  year  1869,  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  one  Cyn- 
thia Eagle,  formerly  Cynthia  Webb.  After  the  creation  of 
the  indedtedness  and  while  she  was  the  owner,  the  plaintiff 
and  said  Cynthia  intermarried.  In  1860  said  Cynthia  died 
intestate,  leaving  the  plaintift,  her  husband,  her  survivor. 
On  the  11th  day  of  July,  1863,  the  defendant  made  and 
delivered  his  promissory  note  to  the  plaintiff  to  secure  tho 
payment  of  said  indebtedness,  and  payable  to  the  plaintiff, 
administrator,  or  order. 

Before  the  delivery  of  the  note  the  plaintiff  took*  out  letters 
of  administration  upon  his  wife^s  estate  in  Allegany  county. 

Upon  this  note  the  action  is  brought.  The  referee  repor- 
ted in  favor  of  the  defendant,  finding  that  an  ante-nuptial 
agreement  was  made  by  which  the  plaintiff  was  not  to  have 
any  interest  in  her  property,  without  any  eivdence  in  the 
case  that  a  single  individual  had  ever  seen  any  paper  contain- 
ing any  such  agreement.  The  referee  bused  his  findings 
upon  simply  the  declaration  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  too, 
against  the  positive  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  that  no  such 
agreement  ever  existed.  The  exceptions  arise  as  to  the  intro- 
duction'of  such  evidence  and  to  the  findings  of  the  referee. 
VouXXXVL  23 
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Hikes  Se  Stevens,  attorneys  and  counsel  for  plaintiff j 
appellant* 

I.  The  referee  erred  in  overruling  the  pkintiflPs  several 
objections  to  the  introduction  of  the  evidence  offered  by  the 
defendant  on  the  trial,  to  which  exceptions  were  taken. 

1.  The  referee  erred  in  deciding  '^that  the  paper  was  lost 
or  in  the  plaintiff's  possession  or  under  his  control.''  Jhe 
only  evidence  relied  on  for  such  a  decision  was  by  the  witness 
David  Webb,  viz:  '^I  heard  plaintiff  speak  about  an  ante- 
nuptial contract  with  Cynthia  before  her  death.  I  never 
saw  it.  I  suppose  my  sister  had  it.''  This  is  not  evidence 
of  even  the  existence  of  a  tvritten  contract,  much  less  that 
one  was  subscribed  by  any  one.  It  is  no  evidence  that  any 
such  agreement,  signed  or  otherwise,  was  in  the  plaintiff's 
possession  at  the  time  of  the  trial  or  at  any  previous  time. 
If  a  written  agreement  of  that  kind  ever  existed,  it  is  to  be 
presumed  that  if  she  had  the  precaution  to'  make  any  such 
agreement  at  all,  she  would  be  likely  to  leave  it  with  her 
relatives  in  preference  to  leaving  it  with  her  husband,  who 
would  be  the  only  person  having  an  interest  adverse  to  hers, 
under  such  a  contract.  At  the  time  of  that  decision  by  the 
referee,  it  had  not  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  been 
appointed  administrator,  so  as  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  any 
presumption  that  because  he  was  administrator  hd  would 
have  her  ante- nuptial  contract.  But  if  it  had  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff  was  administrator,  he  would  then  be  the  only 
person  who  could  maintain  an  action  on  the  note,  whether 
there  was  or  was  not  such  ante-nuptial  agreement. 

2.  The  refenee  erred  in  overruling  the  plaintiff's  objections 
to  the  following  question  to  the  witness,  David  Webb,  viz: 
*^  What  did  he  state  the  agreement  wast"  There  had  been 
no  proof  of  its  existence  or  loss.  ^^  If  the  instrument  is  hst 
the  party  is  required  to  give  some  evidence  that  such  paper 
ouce  existed.     (1  Qreeni.  on  Ev,y  ^  558.) 
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"  The  proof  of  the  loss  of  a  document  necessarily  involves 
BQme  descriptive  proof  of  the  document  itaelf.^    {Id.;  Note,) 

The  confessions  of  the  party  are  not  competent  evidence 
of  the  contents^  except  in  corroboration  of  other  evidence. 
'^  After  the  loss  of  a  deed  has  been  established,  the  secondalry 
evidence  of  the  contents  or  substance  of  the  contents  of  i ^  cpo- 
rative  parts  must  be  clear  and  direct^  and  its  execution  must  be 
distinctly  proved.     {Id.;  3  Co^ns.  428.) 

^^  The  admissions  of  a  party  will  not  be  competent  to  prove 
the  contents  of  a  record  or  an  instrument  which  tJie  law  re* 
fuires  to  be  in  writing,  unless  it  is  in  those  cases  in  which 
the  admission  is  mode  in  open  court  at  the  trial  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obviating  the  production  of  written  evidence.''  {2 
WaiPs  Law  and  Prae.  398,  and  cases  there  cited.) 

An  ante-nuptial  agreement  is  one  which  is  required  by  the 
statute  of  frauds,  to  be  in  writing^  subscribed  by  the  party. 
{2  Stat,  at  Large^  141 ;  %2ySub.  3.) 

To  allow  the  mere  declarations  of  a  party  to  establish  a 
contract  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds  to  be  in  writing 
without  any  proof  of  the  corpus  or  existence  of  the  writing 
itself,  would  operate  as  an  evasion  of  the  statute  and  render  it 
a  nullity.  It  would  only  need  enough  perjury  to  establish 
any  agreement  directly  against  the  positive  evidence  that  no 
such  writing  ever  existed  as  in  this  case. 

n.  The  referee  erred  in  his  findings^  to  which  exceptions 
are  taken. 

1.  The  evidence  was  insufficient  to  establish  the  ante-nup- 
tial agreement. 

2.  Even  if  an  ante-nuptial  agreeipent  existed,  the  plaintiff 
either  by  virtue  of  his  appointment  as  administrator  or  as  sur- 
viving husband,  could  maintain  the  action  and  account  to  the 
parties  entitled  to  the  proceeds. 

An  executor  can  maintain  a  suit  either  in  his  own  name  or 
as  executor  upon  a  note  given  to  him  as  executor,  for  a  debt 
due  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  decease.  {Merritt  agt. 
Seaman^  2  Sdd.  168.) 
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Without  any  letters  of  administration  the  plaintiff  had  so 
far  reduced  the  debt  to  his  possession  in  taking  the  note  in 
his  name,  that  he  could  maintain  the  action  as  being  the 
party  beneficially  interested.  (Rjfder  agt.  Hulse^  24  iS^.  Y. 
R  372 ;  Itansom  agt.  Nichols,  22  N.  Y.  R.  119.) 

If  the  husband  does  not  take  out  letters,  he  shall  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  assets  sufficient  to  pay  his  wife's  debts.  (2 
N.  r.  Stat,  at  Large,  76,  ^  29.) 

After  having  taken  the  note  in  his  own  name,  he  can  re- 
cover on  the  note,  and  it  does  not  lie  with  the  defendant  to 
set  up  an  ante-nuptial  agreement.  The  rights  under  any 
ante-nuptial  agreement  are  to  be  settled  with  the  surviving 
husband  and  the  intestate's  next  of  kin.  If  the  plaintiff  had 
died  without  administering  and  without  bringing  an  action 
on  this  note,  his  personal  representatives  would  alone  have 
been  entitled  to  maintain  the  action,  and  not  the  representa- 
tives of  the  deceased  wife,  (/df.;  Lochwood  agt.  Stockholm^ 
11  Paige,  87.) 

The  object  of  letters  of  administration  on  the  wife's  estate, 
is  to  have  some  responsible  person  who  may  be  answerable 
to  her  creditors^  if  there  should  be  any,  and  it  is  only  a  ques- 
tion for  creditors.     (Id.  jp.  91.) 

A  debtor  to  her  estate,  and  especially  one  like  the  defend- 
ant, who  has  given  his  own  note  to  the  plaintifi^  will  not  be 
permitted  to  deny  the  payee's  right  to  recover.  Unless  the 
plaintiff  recovers  in  this  action,  the  defendant  wholly  escapea 
the  payment  of  this  debt.  It  would  be  a  bar  to  the  action 
which  the  plaintiff,  or  in  case  of  his  decease,  his  representa- 
tives might  hereafter  bring  on  this  note.  It  is  therefore 
claimed  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  reversed, 

H.  HoLLTOAT,  attorney,  and 

W.  M.  Hawley,  couv^far  defendant^  responde}tt. 

The  defendant  claims  to  have,  and  presents  to  this  court 
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three  separate  and  distinct  grounds  of  defense  to  this  action. 
They  will  be  separately  considered  and  are  as  follows : 

I.  The  only  consideratipn  of  the  note  in  question  is  the 
one  half  of  a  debt  originally  due  from  the  defendant  to  his 
two  sisters,  Sarahette  Webb  and  Cynthia  Reznor  (late  the 
wife  of  the  plaintiff).  Cynthia,  before  her  marriage  with 
the  plaintiff,  was  the  widow  of  William  H.  Eagle,  by  whom 
she  had  a  son  some  five  or  six  years  of  age,  whose  name  was 
Frank  Eagle.  The  plaintiff  married  Cynthia  in  the  fall  of 
1859.  She  died  in  January,  1860.  At  the  time  of  her 
marriage  and  death,  she  was  the  owner  of  the  demand  in 
question.  The  only  evidence  of  its  existence  being  an  unexe- 
cuted mortgage,  which  had  been  prepared  (but  not  signed) 
to  secure  the  whole  demand  to  both  sisters,  this  mortgage 
was  kept  in  possession  of  Sarahette,  and  had  never  been  in 
possession  either  of  Cynthia,  or  the  plaintiff.  These  facts 
are  fully  proved  and  not  disputed,  and  are  substantiallv  so 
found. by  the  referee.  Some  three  years  after  the  death  of 
Cynthia,  and  before  the  death  of  Frank  Eagle,  the  plaintiff, 
under  pretence  that  he  was  acting  as  administrator  of  his 
wife,,  and  guardian  for  Frank,  induced  the  defendant  to  give 
to  him  the  note  in  question,  it  being  for  Cynthia's  share  (tfie 
one-half)  of  said  debt,  under  and  with  the  express  under- 
standing and  agreement,  that  it  was  to  be  left  in  the  hands 
of  Sarahette  Webb  for  the  benefit  of  Frank,  if  he  should  live 
to  want  it ;  if  not  it  was  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  heirs 
of  the  Webb  estate. 

The  proof  of  these  facts  is  found  in  the  testimony  of 
Stephen  D.  Webb,  the  defendant,  and  is  not  denied  or  con- 
tradicted, and  are  so  found  by  the  referee.  The  only  claim 
the  plaintiff  pretends  to  have  to  this  demand,  is  as  the  sur- 
viving husband  of  Cyn  thia.  The  defendant  claims  that  before 
the  marriage  and  in  view  of  that  event,  the  plaintiff  executed 
and  delivered  to  the  said  Cynthia  an  agreement  in  writing, 
known  as  an  ante-nuptial  agreement,  whereby  he  was  not  to 
have  or  make  any  claim  to  her  separate  property,  and  by 
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which  be  waived  and  released  all  claim  to  and  control  over 
the  same,  which  he  otherwise  might  have  had  as  survivmg 
husband. 

For  proof  this  fact  see  the  testimony  of  David  J.  Webb, 
Polly  Webb,  Levi  Webb,  Stephen  D.  Webb,  and  Sarahette 
Webb.  These  vntnesses  testify  to  the  admissions  of  the 
plaintift  as  to  the  existence  of  the  ante-nuptial  agreement, 
made  by  him  when  he  brought  home  the  body  of  his  dead 
wife,  and  was  then  attending  her  funeral  and  would  not  be 
likely  to  make  false  statements  in  that  respect.  The  plain- 
tiff denies  the  existence  of  such  agreement,  but  nowhere 
denies  that  he  made  each,  every  and  all  of  said  statements. 

The  referee  has  found^  as  a  question  of  fact,  that  such 
agreement  was  executed  and  delivered.  See  his  report. 
Such  finding  should  be  held  conclusive,  and  such  being  the 
ease,  it  foUows^  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  ill  this 
action. 

n.  Shortly  before  the  death  of  Cynthia  she  made  a  full  and 
complete  disposition  of  all  her  separate  property,  including  the 
delnand  in  question,  by  the  consent  and  assistance  of  the  plain- 
tiff. See  the  testimony  of  David  J.  Webb,  Elizabeth  Holliday, . 
Sarahette  Webb,  Polly  Webb,  Melissa  Woolever,  John  Weldy 
and  Levi  Webb.  No  part  of  this  testimony  is  denied  or  con- 
tradicted by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  facts  are  substantially  so 
found  by  the  referee. 

In  making  such  disposition  of  her  property,  Cynthia  named 
each  article  of  her  property,  and  to  whom  the  same  was 
given — placed  it  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff,  with  directions 
to  deliver  the  same,  who  then  and  there  promised  his  dying 
wife  to  make  such  delivery,  and  which  promise  he  afterwards 
faithfully  performed,  as  will  be  seen  by  his  own  admission  to 
the  witness  Weldy.  ^*  That  he  had  done  as  she  had  requested 
and  had  cleared  his  skirts.  That  he  had  made  delivery  to 
each  and  such  ones  as  she  .requested."  It  is  insisted  that  this 
is  a  good  and  valid  disposition  of  the  property,  as  a  gift,  and 
actual  delivery,  or  as  a  donatio  mortis  causa  (3  N.  Y.  R.  93, 
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and  cases  there  cited).  By  that  disposition  the  demand  ia 
question  was  to  go  to  her  son  Frank  Eagle;  if  he  should  Uyo 
to  want  it.  If  not  it  was  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  heira 
of  the  Webb  estate,  where  it  then  was. 

If  these  Tiews  are  correct  it  follows  that  the  plaintiff  has 
no  interest  in  the  demand  in  question,  and  of  course,  cannot 
recover  in  this  action. 

III.  The  defendant  insists  that  if  the  plaintiff  was  in  fact 
and  in  law  the  owner  of  the  demand,  as  surviving  husband 
of  Cynthia,  he  cannot  recover  in  his  individual  capacity  as 
owner,  but  only  through  administration  of  his  wife's  estate. 
The  demand  had  not  been  recovered  by  him,  nor  in  his  pos- 
session before  the  death  of  his  wife,  nor  was  it  in  her  pos- 
session, but  was  and  always  had  been  in  the  possession 
of  her  sister  Sarahette  Webb.  It  was  a  mere  chose  in 
action,  for  which  there  was  no  written  evidence,  except  an 
unexecuted  mortgage,  which  had  been  prepared  and  left  in 
possession  of  Sarahette  to  be  signed  by  the  defendant,  and 
was  to  include  the  demands  due  to  both  Sarahette  and  Cyn- 
thia. These  facts  are  testified  to  by  several  witnesses,  are 
not  denied  by  the  plaintiff,  and  are  substantially  so  found  by 
the  referee. 

It  is  insisted  that  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  recover  this  de- 
mand, he  must  resort  to  administration  of  his  wife's  estate, 
and  in  support  of  this  position,  the  court  is  repectfully  refer- 
red to  the  subjoined,  unreported  decision  of  the  general  term 
in  the  eighth  district,  upon  the  very  point  here  under  consid- 
eration, and  the  cases  therein  cited. 

That  case,  it  will  be  seen  by  the  title,  arose  between  this 
plaintiff  and  David  J.  Webb  (who  is  a  brother  of  the  defend- 
ant in  this  action)  with  others,  and  was  for  the  foreclosure 
and  collection  of  a  mortgage  given  by  the  defendant  in  that 
case  to  the  same  persons  (Sarahette  and  Cynthia)  to  whom 
the  defendant  in  this  case  was  indebted,  both  actions  were 
tried  at  the  same  time,  before  the  same  referee,  and  were 
fflmilar  in  character,  except  that  in  that  case  the  plaintiff  * 
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BQed  as  admlDistrator  of  his  wife ;  but  it  turned  out  in  proof 
that  the  letters  were  issued  bj  the  surrogate  of  Allegany 
county,  whereas  the  wife  at  the  time  of  her  death  resided 
and  died  in  Canandaigua^  Ontario  county,  thus  by  statute 
giving  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  adaiinistration  to  the  sur- 
rogate of  Ontario.  The  court  (referee)  held  that  the  letters 
issued  by  the  surrogate  of  Allegany  were  void,  and  for  that 
reason  non-suited  the  plaintiff.  The  cause  was  appealed 
to  the  general  term  in  the  eighth  district,  and  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  there  made  the  point  among  others,  that  the  plain- 
tiff being  owner  of  the  demand  as  surviving  husband,  could 
recover  in  his  individual  capacity,  and  which  appears  to  have 
been  the  only  point  considered  by  that  court. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

JoHsr  Reznor,  administrator,  &c.  agt.  Caswell  Webb, 
and  others. 

Eighth  District  General  Terfn^  February  12tt,  1866. 
Before  Marvin,  Qrovee,  Davis  and  Daniels,  Justices. 

Marvin,  J.  I  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed*  I 
do  not  think  that  this  action  could  have  been  maintained  by 
the  plaintiff  without  taking  out  letters  of  administration,  on 
the  ground  that  he  was  the  husband  of  one  of  the  mortgagees 
and  the  sundvor  of  his  wife.  The  debt  secured  by  the  mort- 
gage is  a  chose  in  action,  it  was  not  reduced  into  the  posses- 
sion of  the  husband  during  coverture.  It  is  necessary  that 
an  action  should  be  brought  to  secure  the  debt.  The  plain- 
tiff as  surviving  husband  will  be  entitled  to  the  money  when 
collected,  but  in  what  character  is  he  entitled  to  maintain  an 
action  to  secure  the  money  T  The  husband  is  solely  entitled 
to  administration  on  the  estate  of  his  wife.    He  is  to  give 
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bonds  as  other  persons^  but  shall  be  liable  as  administrator 
for  the  debts  of  his  wife  only  to  the  extent  of  the  amount 
received  by  him.  If  he  does  not  take  out  letters  he  is  pre- 
sumed to  have  amounts  in  his  hands  sufficient  to  satisfy  her 
debts  and  shall  be  liable  therefor.  If  he  dies  leaving  any 
assets  of  his  wife  unadministered  they  pass  into  the  hands  of 
his  personal  representatives  and  they  are  liable  for  her  debts 
in  preference  to  his.  (2  R.  S.  75,  ^  29.)  There  is  nothing 
in  this  provision  showing  that  the  husband  may  by  action 
recover  the  outstanding  debts  >due  to  his  wife  at  the  time  of 
her  decease  without  taken  letters  as  administrator. 

The  husband  may  undoubtedly  receive  voluntary  pay- 
ments and  may  in  that  way  have  assets  in  his  hands,  or  he 
may  take  possession  of  her  personal  property  if  he  can  obtain 
it  without  action.  But  I  know  of  no  authority  for  his  main- 
taining an  action  in  his  individual  character  to  collect  the 
debts  accruing  to  his  wife  at  the  time  of  her  death.  It  is  clear 
tbat  they  are  not  legally  and  unqualifiedly  his. 

The  statute,  section  30,  shows  that  letters  may  be  granted 
to  a  person  other  than  th§  husband,  by  reason  of  his  neglect, 
&C.J  and  in  such  case  the  administrator  is  to  account  for  and 
pay  over  the  assets  remaining  in  his  hands  to  the  husband  or 
his  personal  representatives  after  the  payment  of  the  debts. 
If  the  husband  survives  the  wife,  he,  as  her  administrator,  is 
entitled  to  all  her  personal  estate  which  continued  in  action 
or  unrecovered  at  her  death.  (Sqper  on  Husband  and  Wife^ 
205.)  If  he  dies  before  all  such  property  is  recovered,  his 
next  of  kin  will  be  entitled  to  it  in  equity.  But  the  wife's 
next  of  kin  will  be  entitled  to  let^rs  of  administration  (cfe 
hmis  non)  of  her  estate  not  received  by  her  husband  during 
his  life ;  they  will  become  the  trustees  of  what  they  receive 
for  the  next  of  kin  of  the  husband.  {Id.  205.)  This  is  the 
common  law,  but  our  statute  has  changed  the  law  in  one 
respect.  If  the  husband  die  leaving  assets  unadministered 
they  pass  to  his  personal  representatives.  In  jRaf»om  agt 
J/tcAob  (22  N.  r.  JL  110),  it  was  held  that  the  husband, 
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without  taking  out  letters,  had  the  right  to  receive  payment 
of  a  note  and  to  discharge  it;  and  that  such  payment  would 
defeat  a  recovery  by  another  person  who  had  taken  out  let- 
ters. {See^  alsoy  Shumway  agt.  Cooper^  16  Barb.  556 ;  Vdl- 
lance  agt.  Bamchy  17  How.  Pr.  E,  243.)  In  the  latter  case 
it  is  held;  that  the  right  to  administration  is  positively  secured 
to  the  husband  by  statute^  and  it  may  be  necessary  for  him 
to  assume  it  in  order  to  secure  the  payment  of  choses  in  action 
in  the  possession  of  third  persons^  ^'  but  it  is  presumed  that 
a  voluntary  pa]rment  to  him  and  discbarge  by  him  of  a  note 
or  bond  belonging  to  the  wife's  estate^  without  or  before 
administration^  would  be  perfectly  good.''  In  my  opinion 
the  referee  was  right  in  non-suiting  the  plaintifi;  and  the  judg- 
loent  should  be  afSrmed. 

I  have  examined  aU  the  cases  cited.  They  do  not  show 
that  the  husband  may  maintain  the  action  viithout  letters. 

If  this  decision  is  good  law  it  follows  that  the  plaintiff  can- 
not recover  in  this  action. 

The  fact  that  the  plaintifi  had  induced  the  defendant  to 
give  a  note  some  three  years  after  the  death  of  his  A^ife,  can* 
not  change  his  rights  as  surviving  husband.  It  is  still  a 
mere  chose  in  action,  to  be  recovered  by  suit  at  law.  In 
order  to  have  invested  him  as  owner  he  must  have  recovered 
possession  during  coverture,  and  besides  it  will  be  seen  by 
the  testimony  of  the  defendant  (and  nowhere  denied),  that 
he  refused  to  give  a  note  to  plaintiff  as  being  the  owner,  but 
gave  one  payable  to  Frank  Eagle,  under  the  express  agree- 
ment that  it  was  to  be  left  with  Sarahette  Webb  for  the 
benefit  of  Frank  if  he  should  live  to  want  it.  If  not  it  would 
belong  to  the  Webb  estate.  That  note  was  afterwards  given 
up  and  the  note  in  question  given  in  its  place,  under  the 
reiterated  assurance  of  the  plaintiff,  that  he  had  no  interest 
in  the  demand,  and  only  wanted  the  note  for  the  benefit  of 
Frank  Eagle.    By  reference  to  the  note  it  will  be  seen,  that 
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it  is  made  payable  to  plaintiff  as  administrator,  clearly  show- 
ing that  he  had  not  at  that  time,  and  did  not  pretend  to  have 
any  interest  as  owner.  Obtaining  the  note  under  such  cir- 
cumstances cannot  create  any  greater  interest  in,  or  title  to 
the  demand  than  he  otherwise  would  have  had. 

We  have  examined,  with  some  care,  the  several  questions 
arising,  and  decided  on  the  trial,  and  have  not  been  able  to 
find  that  any  rule,  as  to  the  admission  or  rejection. of  evidence 
was  violated  to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  insists  that  either  and  each  of  the  foregoing 
points  is  a  sufficient  defense  to  this  action,  and  that  the 
judgment  should  be  aflirmed  with  costs. 

James  C.  Smith,  Justice.  The  promisory  note  in  suit  was 
executed  and  delivered  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff.  By 
its  terms  it  is  payable  to  the  plaintiff  or  order.  The  consid- 
eration for  which  it  was  given,  was  a  debt  which  the  defend- 
ant owed  originally  to  the  plaintiff's  wife,  Cynthia,  who  died 
intestate  about  two  years  and  six  months  before  the  note 
was  made,  leaving  the  plaintiff,  her  husband,  surviving  her, 
and  as  the  referee  has  found,  without  having  made  any  valid 
efibctual  disposition  in  her  life  time  of  the  debt  due  to  her 
from  the  defendant. 

These  facts  raise  a  clear  j7rtma/i^  right  in  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  upon  the  note,  and  in  my  judgment  such  right  is  not 
overcome  by  any  countervailing  evidence  in  the  case.  The 
matters  relied  upon  by  the  defendant  at  the  utmost,  show 
that  the  note  was  given  to  the  plaintiff,  in  trust  for  others, 
and  not  for  his  own  use.  The  ante-nuptial  agreement  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  said  Cynthia,  does  not  release  the 
defendant  from  his  obligation  to  pay  his  note  to  the  payee 
therein  named,  although  it  may  tend  to  show  that  such  pajree 
will  be  liable  to  account  to  others  for  whatever  he  shall  receive 
upon  the  note.  It  was  competent  for  the  defendant  to  bind 
nimself  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  trustee  for  others,  and  it 
is  quite  apparent  that  he  intended  to  do  so,  when  he  gave 
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the  note.  The  referee  finds  that  the  defeoclant  gave  the  note 
by  reason  of  representations  made  by  the  plaintiff  that  the 
latter  was  the  proper  person  to  whom  the  note  should  be 
given  for  the  benefit  of  Frank  Eagle  (a  minor  son  of  the  said 
Cynthia,  by  a  former  husband)^  and  the  note  was  given  by 
the  defendant  and  received  by  the  plaintiff  for  that  purpose. 
The  defendant  testified  that  in  the  conversations  which  led 
to  the  execution  of  tlie  note,  the  plaintiff  said  that  he  had 
no  claim  for  the  debt  and  he  wanted  it  for  Frank,  and  that 
the  iudge  of  Allegany  county  had  appointed  him  administrator 
of  his  wife's  estate  md  guardian  of  Frank.  There  is  no 
ground  for  questioning  the  truth  of  the  plaintiff's  representa- 
tions that  he  had  been  appointed  such  guardian,  and  for  aught 
that  appears  the  appointment  was  valid.  If  his  ward  had 
lived,  can  there  be  any  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  could  have 
recovered  on  the  note  in  his  own  namet  The  subsequent 
death  of  Frank  did  not  impair  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action, 
its  only  effect  was  to  substitute  in  the  place  of  the  deceased, 
those  who  succeded  to  his  rights  as  the  beneficiaries  of  the 
fund.  And  it  is  immaterial  to  the  present  action  whether 
the  persons  so  succeeding  were  the  next  of  kin  to  Frank  Eagl^ 
or  the  Webb  heirs,  according  to  the  intention  expressed  by 
Mrs.  Reznor  shortly  before  her  death.  In  brief,  if  the  note 
was  valid  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff,  when  it  was  executed 
it  was  eq  jally  so  when  this  suit  was  commenced. 

No  fraud  was  practiced  upon  the  defendant  to  induce  him 
to  execute  the  note.  According  to  his  own  testimony  he 
was  informed  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  ante-nuptial  arrangement 
between  him  and  Cynthia,  nearly  two  years  before  the  note 
was  executed.  The  plaintifi^s  right  to  recover  does  not  de- 
pend on  his  having  taken  out  letters  of  administration  upon 
the  estate  of  his  wife.  The  term  administrator  used  in  the 
note  is  a  mere  word  of  description,  in  no  respect  essential  to 
the  right  of  the  payee  to  sue.  In  short,  the  note  was  given 
on  a  good  consideration  for  a  valid  and  just  debt  and  with- 
out fraud,  and  no  reason  is  perceived  why  the  payee  should 
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not  be  permitted  to  recover  it  for  the  benefit  of  those  who 
may  be  entitled  ultimately  to  its  avails. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed^  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 


U.  S.  SUPREME  COURT. 

Fbedebick  Beonson,  executor,  &c.,  plaintiff  in  error,  agt. 
Peter  Rodes,  defendant  in  error.         ' 

There  are  two  deseriptiotM  of  lawfnl  money  in  eiroalation  in  the  United  States,  both 
sanctioned  by  the  law  and  both  a  legal  tender. 

Where  contracts  for  payment  provide  that  it  shall  be  paid  in  eoin^  the  jadgraent 
sbonld  be  for  snch  description  of  money  according  to  the  intent  of  the  parties ;  bat 
where  no  description  of  money  is  named  in  the  eontraet»  judgment  sh  onld  be  entered 
generally  without  specification.  (Reverting  the  Judgment  of  the  If.  T.  CourtofAp' 
feahxA  ihU  ecue-^  N.  T.  B.  649.) 

Washington^  January  Term^  1869. 

In  error  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State  of  New  Tori. 
Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court;  in  this 
case,  to  the  effect  that  contracts  for  the  pajrment  of  coin 
should  be  enforced  by  the  courts  according  to  the  intent  of 
the  parties.  In  this  case  a  mortgage  was  made  to  secure 
payment  of  $1,600  in  the  state  of  New  York,  in  1861 ;  and 
it  was  provided  that  the  money  should  be  paid  in  coin,  the 
legal  money  of  the  United  States.  In  Januairy,  1866,  tender 
was  made  in  treasury  notes,  which  was  refused,  and  this 
action  was  brought  to  enforce  such  pajrment  and  secure  a  satis- 
faction of  the  mortgage  in  pursuance  thereof.  The  court  of 
appeals  of  New  York  held,  that  the  tender  was  a  discharge 
of  the  mortgage,  and  directed  it  to  be  cancelled. 

The  present  supreme  court  now  hold  that  there  are  two 
descriptions  of  lawful  money  in  circulation,  both  sanctioned 
by  the  law  and  both  thereof  a  legal  tender :  that  in  view  of 
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this  fact,  contracts  for  payment  must  be  enforced,  and  that 
wher^  coin  is  provided  to  be  paid,  judgement  should  be  for 
such  description  of  money;  but  where  no  description  is 
named,  judgment  should  be  entered  generally  without  speci- 
fication. The  judgment  of  the  New  York  court  of  appeals 
is  reversed,  with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  further 
proceedings  in  conformity  to  the  proceedings  of  the  supreme 
court.  ^ 

Justices  Davis  and  Swatne  concurred— -delivering  briefly, 
saparate  opinions. 

Justice  Miller  dissented. 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Afkrmakge  on  Default  by  General  Term,  January,  1869. 

Thii  ooari  will  no  longer  ftllow  judgments  to  be  ftffirmed  on  the  call  of  the  calendar 

at  general  term,  if  ifu  com  hai  not  been  settled  andJiUd. 
And  no  softh  cause  will  be  allowed  to  be  pat  upon  the  calendar,  nuleas  bj  an  order 

of  a  jostioe  of  tlie  oomi. 

Upon  the  call  of  the  calendar  during  the  January  general 
term,  a  judgment  was  affirmed  on  default.  Upon  an  appli- 
cation to  open  the  default  and  to  vacate  the  order  of  affirm- 
ance, it  appeared  that  the  ^^case"  had  not  been  settled;  and 
it  was  claimed  that,  therefore,  the  appeal  was  not  in  readiness 
to  be  heard,  or  the  cause  properly  upon  the  calendar.  Ou 
granting  the  motion,  ihe  court,  after  consultation  with  ali 
the  judges,  made  the  following  decision: 

By  the  courty  Monbll,  J.  The  practice  which  has  pre- 
vailed to  some  extent  of  allowing  a  respondent  to  notice  an 
appeal  for  argument,  place  the  cause  upon  the  calendar,  and 
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upon  its  call  to  move  for  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment,  not- 
withstanding the  ^^case'^  had  not  been  served,  or  had  not 
been  settled,  or  had  not  been  filed,  or  the  printed  case  had 
not  been  served,  has  occupied  so  much  of  the  time  of  the 
court  in  hearing  motions  to  open  defaults,  or  to  postpone 
arguments,  which  motions  are  made  upon  oral  statements  of 
counsel,  not  always  uncontradicted,  that  it  has  become  neces- 
sary for  the  court  to  determine  that  such  practice  shall  no 
longer  be  allowed. 

It  is  not  intended  to  leave  parties  without  remedy,  for  the 
court  is  satisfied  that  the  existing  rules  furnish  all  the  relief 
necessary. 

Those  rules  provide  that  a  party  desiring  to  move  for  a 
new  trial,  or  to  review  by  appeal,  shall,  within  ten  days  after 
the  verdict,  decision,  'or  report,  make  and  serve  on  the 
adverse  party  a  "  case  or  exceptions."  The  party  served  may, 
within  ten  days  thereafter,  propose  amendments.  The  case 
and  amendments  shall,  within  four  days,  be  noticed  for  set- 
tlement {Rule  34).  Within  ten  days  after  the  "case"  is  set- 
tled, it  shall  be  filed  {Rule  37). 

The  conseqtiences  of  omitting  to  do  any  of  these  things 
within  the  prescribed  times  are  fully  expressed  in  the  rule. 

Until  the  '^case"  is  settled  and  filed  (when  it  is  to  be 
annexed  to  and  become  a  part  of  the  judgment-roll)  the  cause 
is  not  in  readiness  to  be  noticed  for  hearing^  orwie  put  upon 
the  calendar  of  the  general  term. 

Another  rule  (42)  requires  that  the  party  whose  duty  it  is 
to  furnish  the  papers  to  be  used  on  the  appeal  shall  s^^rve 
copies  upon  the  adverse  party  at  least  eight  days  before  the 
term  at  which  the  appeal  ^^may^^  be  noticed  for  argument 
If  not  served,  the  opposite  party  may  put  the  cause  upon  the 
calendar  and  move,  on  any  of  the  motion  days  in  term,  to  have 
the  cause  stricken  from  the  calandar,  and  for  judgment. 

The  only  motion,  therefore,  which  can  be  made  at  general 
term  is  under  tbe  last  mentioned  rule — ^which  motion  must 
be  on  notice,  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  of  the  facts  upon 
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which  it  is  founded ;  and  it  must  in  all  cases  be  made  to 
appear  that  the  ^^case"  has  been  filed  for  a  time  sufficient, 
with  reasonable  diligence,  to  have  it  printed  and  served. 

All  other  motions,  if  any  are  necessary,  to  hasten  the  pro- 
gress of  the  appeal,  or  to  put  it  in  a  condition  to  be  heard^ 
must  be  made  at  special  term. 

We  have,  therefore,  determined  no  longer  to  allow  judg- 
ments to  be  affirmed  on  the  call  of  the  calendar,  if  the  '^  case'' 
has  not  been  settled  and  filed;  and  we  have  directed  the 
clerk  not  to  place  fi|)on  the  calendar  of  the  general  term  any 
cause  in  which  the  ^^case^  has  not  hem  settle  and  filed  pursur 
ant  to  an  order  of  the  judge  or  referee  who  tried  the  cause  direct" 
ing  its  fiUf^y  unless  otherwise  directed  hy  a' justice  of  the 
court 
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SUPREME  COURqj:. 

The  PmsT  National  Bank  of  Canandaiqua  agjt.  Martha 
A.  Qaklinghouse. 


A  married  wovuti^f  maj  under  the  8tatate0r-186O-'62,  CQufeit  ajvdgrnent  to  obtain  and, 

seetflre  h  loan  of  money  to  carry  on  her  eeparate  basinens. 
Where  she  is  expreMly  aathorized  by  the  sHtotea)  "  to  ^e  and  be  sned,  in  tbe-sam^r 

manner  as  if.  sbe  were  Bole/'  she  is  impliedly  aathorized  to  use  the  reqnisite  and 

ordinary  agencies  pf  snini^  and  being  saed ;  that  is,  to  appoint  an  attorney  for  that 

purpose.    And  when  she  confesses  a  jn^g^isnt)  she  submits  to  be  soed  in  that  fona 

and  manner. 
( JoHireov,  c/l,  dinenivug :  Holding  in  tffset^  that  ths  courts  have  no  power  nor  auikorUijf 

to  extend  thje  release  of  dieaWitimpJ  ogfpfivm  ai  cmtmn  Um,  heyond  tke^e  exft^dg 

jaretcribed  hy  the  itahite$.) 

Monroe  General  Term^  December^  1868. 

Present  K  Dabwix  Smm^  P*  J*;  Johnson;  Jas.  0.  SuiSRy 
Jttstices. 

Appeal  from  order  of  e|»eciAl  term  settiag  aside  judg- 
ment, 

*  The  defendant  is  a  married  woman  and  confesses  the  judg-* 
ment  under  the  Code  in  due  form,  aa  though  she  were  afeme^ 
sole. 

Motion  was  made  to  set  aside  such  judgment  on  the  ground 
that  a  married  woman  could,  not  confess  a  judgment.  TbLii 
motion  was  granted  at  special  term,  when  the  justice  deliv- 
ered the  following  opinion ;  ^ 

JoHNSOOff,  J.  This  jadgfoentis  at  least  voidable  at  tho 
election  of  the  d^endant, if  notabsolutely  void«  {Britton agt; 
Wilder^  6  Hill,  242;  Wafkfm  agt;*  Airahamf  S4  N.  T.  A* 
72 ;  Eoorback  agt.  StelinnSf  33  How.  Pr.  JB,  278.)  The  first: 
oase  cited  waabefoFeanyoftbo^lisabilities  of  married  women 
bad  been  removed  by  the  ac^ts  of  tbB  legislature  for  the  bet^-^ 
Vol.  XZXTL  24 
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ter  protection  of  married  women,  and  lays  down  the  rule  as 
it  existed  at  common  law.  The  two  other  cases  decided  in 
the  court  of  appeals^  are  claimed  justly  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel;  to  have  arisen  and  been  decided,  upon  judgments 
confessed  previous  to  the  statutes  of  1860  and  1 862,  by  which 
married  women  are  authorized  to  sue  and  be  sued  in  courts 
of  law,  and  are  made  liable  in  such  cases  to  have  personal 
judgments  entered  against  them  for  damages  and  costs. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  counsel  that  these  two  latter  statutes 
have  so  far  removed  the  disabilities  that  a  married  woman 
was  under  at  common  law,  as  to  enable  her  to  give  judgment 
against  herself  in  any  manner  known  to  the  law  for  allowing 
and  obtaining  judgments,  and  bind  herself  by  such  judgments. 
By  these  statutes  a  married  woman  may  sue  and  be  sued  in 
respect  to  her  own  separate  property  and  interest,  and  in 
either  case,  the  adverse  party  may  haye  judgment  against 
her  personally,  if  he  is  entitled  to  such  judgment.  But  the 
statute  has  gone  no  further. 

It  has  not  authorized  a  married  woman  to  confess  a  judg- 
ment without  action. 

Here  was  no  suit.  The  plaintiff  had  brouught  no  action 
against  the  defendant,  and  none  was  pending  between  them. 
The  judgment  was  entered  up  under  that  provision  of  the 
Code  which  allows  a  judgment  to  be  entered  without  action. 
She  had  not  sued  nor  had  she  t^pen  sued,  in  any  sense,  legal 
or  otherwise.  The  judgment  is  not,  therefore,  within  the 
terms  of  the  statute,  nor  within  its  spirit  or  intent. 

The  disabilities  of  a  married  woman  still  exist,  in  all  their 
force,  except  so  far%s  they  have  been  removed  by  statute. 

And  although  they  may  now  carry  on  business  on  their 
own  account  and  in  that,  contract  binding  obligations,  yet 
they  cannot  bind  themselves  as  accommodation  indorsers  for 
others,  or  by  other  accommodation  obligations*  This,  I  ap* 
prehend,  is  well  settled. 

The  statute  not  having  authorized  a  married  womah  to 
confess  a  judgment  without  action,  the  defendant  is  not  bound 
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by  ber  confession^  and  the  judgment  and  the  execution  issiued 
thereon,  must  both  be  set  aside  at  her  request^  and  upori  her 
motion^  with  costs  of  motion. 

In  the  other  judgments  in  which  the  defendant  is  impleaded 
with  other  defendants,  and  in  which  judgments  have  been 
taken  against  her  by  default,  by  the  plaintiff,  a  good  defense 
is  shown  upon  the  merits,  and  a  reasonable  excuse  is  given 
fi>r  not  appearing  to  defend  before  such  judgments  were  en-* 
tered,  and  before  the  time  for  answering  had  expired. 

In  the  second,  third  and  fourth  of  said  actions,  it  appears 
by  the  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  defend- 
ant was  an  accommodation  indorser  for  some  of  the  other 
parties  defendant.  And  in  the  fiflh  action  the  judgment  is 
upon  a  promissory  note  to  which  the  defendant  is  not  a  party 
in  terms,  and  upon  which  her  name  does  not  appear,  nor 
does  anything  appear  on  the  face  thereof  to  bind  her  in  any 
respect. 

The  opposing  affidavits  tend  to  show  in  some  respects,  a 
difierent  state  of  facts  upon  the  merits ;  but  courts  do  not 
ordinarily  in  such  cases,  examine  or  try  the  merits  on  affi* 
davits.  The  merits  are  much  more  satisfactorily  examined 
and  tried  upon  an  issue  made  by  the  -pleadings,  and  in  the 
usual  manner  of  trying  and  determining  issues  of  fact.  It 
can  do  no  harm  to  any  one',  to  have  the  default  opened,  and 
the  defense  interposed,  so  that  the  question  can  be  fairly  tried 
and  determined.  On  the  contrary  such  a  course  is  manifestly 
in  furtherance  of  substantial  justice.  Each  of  the  four 
cases  last  mentioned  seem  to  me  to  appeal  very  strongly  to 
the  court  tor  a  favorable  exercise  of  its  discretion  in  behalf 
of  the  defendant,  especially  in  view  of  the  fact  of  her  cover- 
ture,  and  her  legal  disabilities  springing  .therefrom. 

The  judgments  and  executions  in  each  of  these  cases  must 
therefore  be  set  aside,  and  the  defendant  have  leave  to  put 
in  her  answer  in  each  action  in  twenty  days  after  entry  of 
the  order,  on  payment  of  ten  dollars  cost  of  of^osfag  motion. 
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From  the  order  settii^  aside  such  judgoneirt  the  plaiotiC 
af^aled  to  the  general  term.    The  appeal  was.  argued. by. 

K  G.  LiPHAMy/^r  €^i^Uant. 
Geo.  F.  Danfoitth,  /or  re^pondrnf. 

fj^  ffe  oaurty  E.  Dabwik  Smith,  J.  The  order  at  speeial: 
term  setting  aside  the  judgmenk  in  this  action,  was  made  aod: 
based,  as  appears  from  the  opinion  of  the  leauned  judge  theo: 
delivered^  upon  the  express  ground  that  a  married  woman 
oould  not  oonfess  a  valid  judgmeut.  This  was  undoubtedly? 
so  at  common  law.  {BriOoii.  agt.  Wikkr^  C  HiU^  242 ;  3 
Termy  151 ;  Wi^Okins  s^.  Abrahams^  24  N.  Y.  B.  72.)  The 
reason  for  this  rule  at  common  law  is  quite  apparent.  A. 
married  woman  was  under  disability  like  an  infunt.  Sb0. 
eould  not  confess  a  judgment,  because  she  could  not.  appoints 
an  attorney.  She  could  not  sue  or  be  sued  alone  at  law«. 
She  could  not  make  a  valid  personal  contract.  She  had  no 
separate  legal  estate.  No  judgment  could  be  given  against, 
her  in  personam. 

These  disabilities  doubtless  remain,,  except  so  fkr  as  they 
have  been  removed  by  modem  legislation* 

The  act  of  1848  and  1849  tookaway  the  rights  of  the  hu»* 
band  in  respect  to  the  wife's  personal  property,  converted  her 
separate  equitable  estate  into  a  legal  estate  and  allowed  her 
to  take  property  by  inberitanee,  gift,  grant  and  devise  or" 
bequest  from  any  person  other  than  her  husband,  and  to  re^ 
ceive  the  rents  and  issues  of  her  separate  property,  and  to  sel^ 
devise  and  convey  such  property  in  the  same  manner  and 
with  like  effect  as  if  she  were  unmarried,  and  exempted  such- 
property  and  its  proceeds  from  all  liabilities  for  the  ddbte  of 
the  husband.  In  no  other  respects  did  these  acts  take  away 
the  common  law  disabilities  of  coverture.  The  property  of 
married  women  afler  the  passage  of  these  acts  remained  m 
her  hands,  subject  to  the  control  of  the  courts  in  equity,  and 
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the  courts  of  equity  alone^  precisely  as  the  same  stood  before 
their  enactment.  But  the  act  of  1860  goes  much  further.  • 
<  Section  two  of  this  act  authorizes  married  women  to  bar- 
gain, sell,  assign  and  transfer  h^r  separate  personal  property 
and  carry  on  any  trade  or  business,  and  perform  any  labor  or 
service  on  her  sole  and  separate  account;  and  declares  that 
the  earnings  of  any  married  woman  from  her  trade,  business, 
labor  or  service  should  be  her'sole  and  separate  property  and 
might  be  used  and  invested  in  her  own  name. 

As  under  this  act  any  married  woman  may  engage  in  and 
earry  on  any  kind  of  lousiness  in  the  same  manner  as  if  slie 
were  unmarried,  or  as  any  man  can  do,  she  is  thereby  neoeis- 
tfiarily  relieved  of  her  disability  as  a  married  woman  so  far 
i;hat  she  may  make  any  valid  contract  for  the  sale  or  purchase 
of  property  and  in  the  borrowing  or  loaning  or  investing 
*money  for  her  separate  use  and  benefit,  as  much  as  if  ^sbe 
were  a  single  woman.     Her  contracts  in  respect  to  her  «ep- 
^arate  property  or  trade  and  business,  are  valid  legal  contraots 
^aB  much  so  as  if  made  by  her  husband  on  his  own  account 
To  give  her  the  full  benefit  of  these  provisions,  in  respedt 
'4o  her  separate  estate  and  to  the  carrying  on  of  any  trade  or 
business,  section  seven  of  said  act  as  amended  in  1862,  fur- 
•tber  provides,  that  ''any  married  woman  may  while  mar- 
Tried,  sue  and  be  sued  in  all  matters  having  relation  to  her 
■Bole  and  separate  property,  or  which  may  hereafter  come  to 
'her  by  descent,  devise,  bequest,  purchase  or  the  gift  or  grant 
'of  any  person  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  sole.'' 

While,  as  Judge  Porter  says,  in  Owen  agt.  Gaioky  (36  Jf. 
T.  JR.  603),  the  antecedent  disdbility  of  a  married  woman 
arising  from  the  oonjugdl  relation  was  not  wholly  removed, 
they  were  necessarily  so  far  modified  as  to  secure  to  her  tbe 
n^eneficiitlenjoymetit  df  the  new  interest  she  was  permitted 
*by  law  to  acquire.  The  cases  of  Yak  agt.  Dederer  (22  Jf. 
T.B.461 ;  .BoBmagt.'2Wniijre(85  Jrf.86),and others, hold, thiit 
•the  maycontract'debtsnowin  respect  to  her  legal  or  separate 
estate  pricisely  as  she  could  have  done  for  the  benefit  of  the 


S74  ^^^^^  ^OBX  FBAOnCE  BEPOBT& 

First  National  Bank  of  Canandaigoa  agt.  Oarlinghonie. 

estate  before  those  acts^  and  that  such  debts  are  valid  legal 
>   debts  and  the  estate  is  legally,  liable  for  such  debts. 

Upon  the  face  of  the  Qonfession  of  judgment  in  this  action 
it  appears,  and  the  fact  is  verified  by  the  oath  of  the  defend- 
ant^ that  said  judgment  was  confessed  for  the  following  cause 
of  action  :    "that  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  A.  D.,  1868, 
I  the  said  Martha  A.  Garlinghouse,  executed  and  delivered 
to  the  said  First  National  Bank  of  Cananiaigua,  a  promissory 
note  dated  on  that  day,  for  the  sum  of  seven  thousand  five 
hundred  dollars,  payable  sixty  days  after  date  at  said  bank. 
Such  note  was  given  by  me  for  that  amount  of  money  loaned 
to  me  that  day  by  the  said  bank,  and  is  now  wholly  due  and 
unpaid."     The  j  udgment  was  confessed  on  the  16th  of  March, 
when  this  note  fell  due,  and  there  is  annexed  to  it  a  stipula- 
tion signed  by  the*  plaintiff  giving  time  for  the  payment  of 
said  debt,  and  also  for  the  further  loan  of  one  thousand  dol- 
lars for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  new  stock  in  her  trade  and 
business,  and  no  other  purpose.    It  also  clearly  appears  from 
the  affidavits  used  on  this  motion,  that  the  said  defendant  at 
the  time  of  the  confession  of  said  judgment  and  for  several 
years  immediately  previous  thereto,  was  engaged  in  carrying 
on  a  separate  business  in  her  own  name  at  the  village  of 
Canandaigua,  of  manufacturing  and  selling  spirituous  liquors. 
That  she  had  done  a  large  amount  of  such  trade  and  business 
and  kept  a  bank  account  with  the  plaintiflTs  bank,  and  that 
the  said  money  was  there  placed  to  her  account  in  said  bank 
and  the  same  was  drawn  out  by  her  and  used  and  employed 
by  her  in  carrying  on  her  said  separate  business ;  and  that 
she  had  a  separate  legal  real  estate ;  and  that  said  judgment 
was  confessed  to  give  the  plaintiffs  a  lien  thereon  for  the 
money  so  loaned  to  her. 

It  thus  clearly  appears  that  this  judgment  was  confessed 
to  secure  a  loan  of  money  made  to  the  defendant  to  enable 
her  to  carry  on  her  separate  trade  and  business,  and  to  get  time 
for  the  payment  of  such  loan  and  further  advances,  and  this 
makes  th^  debt  one  for  which  within  the  express  letter  of 
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BectioQ  seven  of  the  act  of  I860,  as  amended  in  1862,  the 
defendant  could  clearly  be  sued  in  tlie  same  manner  as  if  she 
U*ere  sole.  If  she  were  a  sole  woman  she  could  unquestion- 
ably confess  a  judgir^nt  for  such  debt  as  well  as  a  man^  and 
it  would  be  a  valid  judgment  at  law* 

But  under  the  act  of  1862,  whatever  may  have  been  the 
construction  of  tbe  act  of  1848-'49  and  '60,  a  judgment  in 
personam  may  now  be  rendered  against  a  married  woman  in 
sush  case  and  for  such  cause.  Section  seven  of  the  act  of 
1862,  is  as  follows:  a  married  woman  may  be  sued  in  any 
of  the  courts  in  this  state,  and  when  a  judgment  shall  be 
recovered  against  a  married  woman  the  same  may  be  enforced 
by  execution  against  her  sole  and  separate  estate  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  she  were  sole.  This  makes  her  separate  prop- 
erty subject  to  execution  at  law  the  same  as  if  she  were  sole, 
for  she  may  be  sued  in  law  courts  having  no  equity  jurisdic- 
tion, which  clearly  could  not  have  been  done  prior  to  the 
acts  of  1860  and  1862.  {Barton  agt.  Beer^  35  Barb.  78; 
Morrill  agt.  Cawleyy  17  Abb.  76;  Klen  agt.  Gibney^  24 
Hm.  31.) 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  necessary  effect  and 
intent  of  the  acts  of  1862,  following  and  amending  1848, 
1849  and  1860,  is  to  remove  all  the  disabilities  of  coverture, 
80  far  as  to  enable  a  married  woman  to  hold  separate  prop- 
erty and  to  carry  on  trade  and  business,  and  make  all  the 
ordinary  and  incidental  contracts  relating  thereto,  and  to  be 
sued  in  respect  to  such  contracts  in  all  respects  as  though 
she  were  in  fact  unmarried.  I  cannot  see,  therefore,  why 
she  may  not  give  a  security  for  a  debt  contracted!  for  her 
use  and  benefit  by  a  judgment  confessed,  as  well  as  a  judg- 
ment obtained  in  invitum^  as  much  so  as  it  she  were  a  man  or 
a  sole  woman. 

The  confession  of  a  judgment  is  but  one  of  the  ways  and 
processes,  one  "  mannery^  by  which  a  person  is  sued.  It  is 
a  voluntary  submission  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  giv- 
ing by  consent  and  without  the  service  of  process,  what  could 
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otherwiiBe  be  obtained  by  Bommoiu  and  complaint  and  other 
formal  proceedings.  A  person  who  confesses  a  judgment 
^submits  to  be  sued  in  that  form  and  manner.  The  right  to 
sne  and  be  sued  implies  the  right  to  use  and  employ  and  to 
be  subjected  to  all  the  processes  by  which  the  judgments  of 
courts  are  obtained. 

I  can  see,  therefore,  no  reason  why  a  narrower  construc- 
tion of  these  acts  and  the  rights  conferred  by  them  should 
be  adopted.  A  married  woman  in  respect  to  her  separdte 
property  is  placed  by  these  acts  upon  the  same  plane  with 
her  husband  or  any  other  man.  It  was  clearly  the  intention 
oithe  legislature,  I  think,  to  liberalize  the  law  in  respect  to 
her  and  give  her  all  the  rights,  and  subject  her  to  all  the  lia- 
bilities of  single  women  in  respect  to  her  separate  property^ 
and  any  trade  and  business  in  which  she  might  engage.  The 
right  to  confess  a  judgment  is  one  of  th^e  rights.  It  may 
be  quite  essential  to  her  interest  to  be  able  to  give  such  a 
security  to  her  creditor,  as  it  obviously  was  in  this  case. 
When  she  is  expressly  authorized  '^  to  sue  and  be  sued  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  she  were  solCf^'  she  is  impliedly  authorized 
to  use  the  requisite  and  ordinary  agencies  of  suing  and  being 
•sued,  that  is,  to  appoint  an  attorney  for  that  purpose,  and 
when  superadded  to  this  removed  disability,  she  is  authorised 
also  to  contract  debts  in  her  own  name  for  her  separate  use 
und  benefit,  and  is  subjected  to  a  judgment  in  personam^  all 
the  reason  which  existed  at  common  law  why  she  might  not 
confess  a  judgment  in  those  cases  when  she  might  be -sued, 
.is  removed,  and  she  stands  in  that  particular  on  the  same 
ground  as  if  she  were  unmarried  in  fact. 

But  if  this  were  doubtful,  I  think  it  quite dear  thfit  this 
xourt  is  not  bound  to  set  aside  such  a  judgment.  The  courts 
of  England  at  comnK)n  law,  refused  to  set  aside  a  judgment 
'confessed  by  a  married  woman  whenshe  lived  by  herself  and 
B6tei  as  a  feme  sole.  (1  Salk.  400 ;  Oraham^  772.)  And 
this  court  has' so  held  in  a  well  considered  case,  jEn/eAer&acier 
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agt  Smiih  (16  ^&&.  241),  io  a  case  where  the  judgment  was 
entered  up  in  1858. 

That  this  court  was  noit  bound  to  setitsidea  general  judg- 
ment against  a  nuu'ried  woman  upon  her  mere  motion  for 
that  purpose. 

I  think  the  order  setting  aside  the  judgment  in  this  case 
-should  therefore  bokreveried. 

J.  C.  Smitu,  J.)  concurred. 

JoHNSON;  J.,  dn8eiited;adiieMBg>to>h]84^piaioii4it  Special 
term. 

Order  reversed. 
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CHAiir.ES  QumN,  adminifitratory  &c.  agt.  James  T.  Llotd. 

An  aUorneif  who,  wikhoot  the  eonaent  ^or  ksowledgv  of  hia  oliant,  upon  receipt  of 
$50,  gives  a  atipolation  to  vacate  a  judgment  for  over  $1,200,  pending  an  appeal 
thereon,  and  consenting  to  a  new  trial,  thereby  releasing  the  sureties  on  the  appeal 
bond,  exceeds  his  anthoritj  and  violatba  hia  datj  as  an  attorney. 

Snch  Btipniation  being  given  after  the  attorney  had  given  his  client  a  contaUfor  nl^ 
iUtution  of  another  attorney,  he  was  also  precluded  by  such  consent  from  giving 
the  atipnhiton,  although  no  order  bad  been  entered  npon  anch  consent. 

Special  Termy  December  26,  186&. 

McCuKNy  J.  This  is  a  motion  to  set  saide  a  stipulation 
given  by  aa  attorney  without  the  consent  or  knowledge  of 
Lis  client;  vacating  a  judgment^  which  judgment  was  pending 
on  an  appeal  to  the  general  term  of  this  court;  and  which 
was  amply  secured  on  the  appeal.  It  is  claimed  that  the 
defendant  against  whom  this  judgment  was  obtained  is  insol- 
vent and  has  left  the  sjiate,  and  that  the  only  opportunity 
left  for  plaintiff  to  receive  satisfaction  of  his  claim  is  any  right 
or  claim  he  may  have  acquired  by  virtue  of  the  bond  on 
appeal,  and  that  as  the  consent  vacates  the  judgment  the 
bondsmen  on  the  appeal  are  released. 

It  is  quite  clear,  from  the  affidavits  in  the  case,  that  the 
attorney  for  the  plaintiff  exceeded  his  power  in  giving  such 
a  consent.  The  judgment  was  for  over  one  thousand  two 
hunderd  dollars,  and  was  obtained  in  May  last.  A  motion 
was  made  for  a  new  trial,  upon  the  ground  of  newly  discovered 
evidence,  and  denied  by  this  court.  Subsequently,  an  appeal 
was  taken  to  the  general  term,  and  when  that  appeal  was 
pending,  and  when  the  party  plaintiff  in  interest  was  absent 
for  bis  health  from  the  state,  his  attorney  agreed  and  accept- 
ed fifty  dollars  and  vacated  the  appeal,  and  sent  the  cause . 
back  to  the  calendar  for  a  trial  by  jury. 
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Now,  this  was  all  done  by  the  attorney  after  he  had 
signed  and  delivered  a  consent  of  substitution — a  consent^ 
although  no  order  was  entered  thereupon^  yet  a  consent 
which  was  known  to  exist  by  defendant's  attorney.  The 
excuses  offered  to  this  court  by  the  two  attorneys  (plaintiflPs 
and  defendant's)  for  their  course  in  this  respect  are  of  the 
most  trifling  and  unreliable  kind,  and  must  not  be  allowed 
to  stand  in  the  path  of  justice,  if  it  be  in  the  power  of  this 
court  to  remedy  the  same. 

Before  I  assign  my  reasons  for  believing  that  the  consent 
to  vacate  this  judgment  is  mill  and  void,  I  will  call  the 
attention  of  those  interested  in  this  case  to  the  statutes  of 
this  state  covering  such  transactions: 

*^  Any  attorney  who  shall  be  guilty  of,  or  consent  to,  any 
deceit  or  collusion,  with  the  intent  to  deceive  the  court  or 
any  parties,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor."  (2 
JB.  Kf  278,  Laws  of  1813). 

*^  Any  attorney  found  notoriously  in  default  of  record,  or 
guilty  of  any  deceit,  or  malpractice,  or  misdemeanor,  may  be 
suspended  or  put  off  the  roH,"  4c.,  &c.     (1  R.  A,  417,  \  6.) 

.Again,  the  Revised  Statutes  dedare  that  the  delaying  suit, 
or  wilfully  receiving  money  on  account  of  disbursements  not 
made  or  incurred,  forfeits  treble  damages. 

These  and  other  acts  were  passed  in  order  to  protect  dients 
and  suitors,  as  far  as  possible,  from  just  such  practiced  as  have 
been  resorted  to  in  this  case.  Of  all  professional  men,  none 
should  be  so  strictly  held  to  an  honorable  course  as  the 
attorney  and  counsellor,  because  they  know,  or  are  presumed 
to  know,  their  duties,  and  the  responsibilities  attached  to 
those  duties;  therefore,  their  every  act  should  be  scrutinized 
by  the  courts  in  which  they  practice,  and  any  errors  com- 
mitted by  them,  or  delinquencies  perpetrated,  should  be 
repaired  or  punished  at  once. 

I  know  that  the  rule  has  been  insisted  upon  that  an  attor- 
ney under  certain  circumstances  can  discontinue  his  suit  at 
any  time,  and  allow  his  client  to  seek  a  remedy  through 
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•another  advocate;  but  this  be  must  not  do  to  the  prejudice 
of  his  client.  An  attorney  cannot^  by  taking  part  of  a  claim 
in  judgment,  or  one  in  litigation^  satisfy  the  whole.  This 
rule  has  been  fio  frequently  held  that  it  has  almost  become 
elementary.  When  the  judgment  has  become  well  secured 
on  appeal,  as  the  one  nader  discussion  has  been,  and  where 
the  defendant  has  left  the  ^te  and  is  entirely  worthless,  an 
attorney  for  plaintiff  does  more  than  an  ordinary  act  in  the 
premises  when  he  consents  to  a  new  trial,  because  he  thereby 
'releases  the  sureties,  the  only  real  parties  upon  whom  he  or 
his  client  could  call  for  a  payment  of  his  just  claim.  This 
Tule  was  laid  down  in  the  case  of  GaiUardsLgL  Smart  .(6 
Cow.  385). 

In  the  case  of  Shaw  agt.  Kidder  (2  Haw.  P.  R  284),  it 
<wa8  held  that  an  attorney  coilld  not  settle  a  suit  and  conclude 
fhis  c'lieot  in  relation  to  the  'subjeotin  dispute,  without  special 
authority. 

It  may  be  argued  .ihat^tbe  eonseitt  to  a  new  trial  was  not 
Atsettling  of  the  suit  ib  this  cose.  It  was,  however,  a  aettle^ 
talent  to  all  intents  and  purpos0$,!for  it  released  all  responsible 
jparties  connected  therewith  and  againat  whom  any  claim 
dsould  be 'made  of  any  responsibility. 

The  doing  of  an  act  by  an  attorney  wfaerel^  the  interests 
«)f  bis  client  would  be  injured  or  ruined,  as  in  this  case,  is 
diottthetpeifonning  of  bis  ordinary  duties  in  the  suit;  I  shall 
diold  that  it  is  doing  thdttwbichhe  has  no  right  <to  do,  nor 
fhflfi  he,  nor:tbe  eounael  onthe  otber'sidiQ,  any  right  to  con- 
aiive.at;  and  I'shall  fdrtfaeir  hold  that  no  advantage  can  be 
4akan  x)rsucha/con8ant,  neither  by.the  defendaixtin  this  actioB 
morrby  (his  eecufities  ontappeaL 

(EheTule  is  that  an  attorney  has  aU  thie  authority  for  the 
<fi>nBueting.and  managing  an  actioUyand^for  thecoQeotio&of 
the  debt ;  there,  however,  his  serviceetend,  hiaauthority  goeano 
•ftlMher.  Indeed  he  >hastno  further  or  greater  authority  for 
ttfietbenefit  of  rKisiclieitt,  altliough»fae«mi^4hink  he  has.    Now 
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he  h^  no  right  to  conopromise  adebtor  takeapart  and  giver 
a  aatiafiictian  piece  for  the  whole.  He  has  no  right  to  biod 
hifl^lient  toan  appeal  bond;  altboughtit  may  be  for  his  clie&t^»i 
interest. 

He  cannot  compromise  and  diacontinue  a  suit  brought  to 
recover  possession  of  lands,  even^ii  he  gets  a  conveyance  of  thO' 
greater  part  of  the  land  in  dispute.  This  is  the  doctrine  laid 
down  in  the  cases  of  Holber  agt.  Paf1ser{7  Cranch) ;  Murrayi 
agt.  House  (11  J.  i2.);  Latne  agt»  Graonmage  (1  Fick)'^  and 
Filbp  agt.  Miner  (26  Pick). 

The  doctrine  strictly  applicable  to  this  case  is  the  rule  io 
equity  laid  down  in  the  case  otHot^e  agt.  Latorenee  (2  Zabm 
N.  J.  E.  29),  tried  in  the  court  of  chancery,  New  Jersey* 
Indeed  it  is  a  case  right  in  point.  There  it  was  a  stipulation 
to  grant  a  new  trial;  here  it  is  a  like  stipulation.  The  chan- 
ce^or,  iu  his  opinion  setting  aaside  such  a  stipulation,  says: 
^^The  stipulation  to  waive  a  judgment  and  grant  a  new  trial 
was  not  an  agreement  for  the  conduct  of  the  case;  it  was  a 
deliberate  surrender  of  his  client's  rights,  a  surrender  which  I 
conceive  the  counsel  has  no  power  to  make,  and  which,  if  he 
had  the  power,  justice  would  never  perrpit  to  be  enforced." 
•  •  •  This  is  just  and  righteous  language,  and  I  shall 
adopt  the  principle  contained  therein  in  guiding  me  in  the 
disposal  of  this  case.  The  same  rule  was  established  in  the 
celebrated  case  in  New  Hampshire  {Pike  agt.  Emersofiy  5  K 
H.  iZ.),  where  the  judge  held  that  the  court  has  the  power, 
without  doubt,  in  a  case  of  fraud  or  mistake,  to  relieve  a 
party  from  the  effects  of  such  a  stipulation.  It  operates 
thus:  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  would  be  justified  in 
proceeding  with  his  remedy  against  his  attorney ;  but  the 
rule  is  now  settled,  and  it  is  the  just  rule  and  practice,  for 
the  court  to  relieve  the  client  without  reference  to  the  re- 
sponsibility of  his  lawyer.  It  would  be  a  harrfi  rule — indeed, 
it  would  be  unjust — ^to  permit  one  party  to  obtam  an  undue 
advantage  over  another  by  reason  of  the  negligence  or  mis- 
conduct of  thafc  other'ft  attorney.    Such  was  the  equitable 
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rule  held  by  our  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Slutrp  agt  The 
Mayor.  I  can  cite  a  large  number  of  cases,  all  establishing 
beyond  a  doubt  my  right  to  interfere  and  set  aside  the  agree- 
ment or'stipulation  in  question  ;  but  even  if  there  were  not 
a  single  authority  in  the  books  to  warrant  my  course,  I 
would  be  justified — reasoning  from  principles  rather  than 
decisions — ^in  nojb  allowing  our  courts  to  be  used  by  parties 
in  perfecting,  through  the  forms  of  law,  the  ruin  of  a  party 
who  has  employed  a  negligent  or  unworthy  attorney.  I 
shall  further  hold,  in  this  case,  that  the  consent  for  substi- 
tution given  by  the  attorney  to  his  client  precluded  said  at- 
torney from  acting  in  the  action^  notwithstanding  no  order 
had  been  entered  upon  that  consent^  and  that  consequently 
his  action  afterwards  in  granting  a  new  trial,  on  the  pay- 
ment of  fifry  dollars,  was  illegal  and  void.  The  stipulation 
must  be  vacated  and  set  aside  as  null  and  void. 


COUET  OF  APPEALS. 
Samuel  N.  Bass  and  Joshua  Clabk  agt.  John  E.  CoMffrocK. 

Wliera  •MTeral  c^aset  of  action  are  tnoh  aa  may  be  nnited  in  the  complaint,  a  dtmwntr 
will  not  lie  because  they  are  %U  tspamtdy  Hated, 

,  Jomwxry  Tcfttij  1868* 

Mason^  J.  The  demurrer  in  this  case  was  properly 
stricken  out,  and  judgment  given^or  the  plaintiff.  There 
is  no  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action.  There  are  two  causes^ 
of  action  upon  two  promissory  notes,  well  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint;  but  the  accusation  against  the  complaint,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  is  that  these  causes  of  action  are  not  separately 
stated,  as  required  by  section  167  of  the  Code.    This  sec- 
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tion  does  declare  that  the  causes  of  action  must  be  separately 
stated ;  but  the  better  opinion  seems  to  be  that  such  causes 
of  action  are  not  improperly  united,  simply  because  they  are 
not  separately  stated  by  the  pleader  {Dorman  agt.  KaUam, 
14  How.  Pr.  R  184;  1  N.  Y.  Prac.  367 ;  Gooditig  agt.  Jfc- 
Mister,  9  Hotv.  Pr.  B.  123 ;  Robinson  agt.  Judd,  9  Id.  378; 
PecJcJiam  agt.  Smithj  9  Id.  436.)  These .  cases,  and  others, 
which  might  be  referred  to,  hold  that  a  demurrer  does  not 
}ie  to  a  tomplaint  for  not  separately  stating  two  or  more 
causes  of  action,  they  being  such  as  might  be  properly  united 
in  one  complaint,  if  properly  and  separately  stated ;  but  that 
the  remedy  of  the  defendant  is  by  motion. 

The  following  are  cases  which  hold  that  a  demurrer  for 
such  a  defect  in  the  complaint  will  lie  and  is  the  proper  rem- 
edy :  (8  How.  Pr.  R.  Ill ;  9  Id.  198 ;  4  Id.  226,  228 ;  5 
Id.  171 ;  11  Id.  27.)  These  cases  hold  that  several  causes 
of  action  are  improperly  united  when  they  are  not  separately 
stated,  as  required  by  section  167  of  the  Code.  The  decided 
weight  of  authority  in  the  supreme  court,  however,  is  the 
other  way,  and  the  better  reason  is  that  when  the  causes  of 
action  are  such  as  may  be  united  in  the  complaint,  that  a 
demurrer  will  not  lie  in  such  a  case.  It  must  be  borne  in 
mind  that  section  167  allows  the  causes  of  action  upon  these 
two  notes  to  be  joined  in  the  same  complaint,  but  it  declares 
that  they  must  be  separately  stated.  If  we  turn  to  section 
144  it  will  be  seen  that  a  demurrer  can  only  be  interposed 
for  the  causes  stated  in  that  section,  none  of  which  touch 
this  case,  unless  it  is  the  fifth  subdivision  of  that  section,  and 
*hich  is,  that  several  causes  of  action  have  been  improperly 
jnited — ^that  is,  improperly  united  in  the  complaint.  Thus 
section  144  states  that  the  defendant  may  demur  to  the  com- 
plaint when  it  should  appear  upon  the  face  thereof  that  sev- 
eral causes  of  action  have  been  improperly  united.  Now, 
section  167  declares  that  these  causes  of  action  may  properly 
be  united  in  the  same  complaint,  and  the  injunction  imposed 
upon  the  pleader,  that  such  causes  of  action  should  be  sepa- 


384  ^^^^^^  YOBS  FBAcrncos  BEPOBxa  { 

BftM-aft  Gpmitpek. 

ratdy  stated,  i9  a  rule  of  pfeadiag  aud  which  baa  beea  viohr 
ted  where  thi^  is  not  done;  but  I  am  not  able  to  pereeiva 
how  it  can  be  said  that  the  cause*  of.  action  have  been  impropr 
erly  united  in  the  eainplaint. 

Now,  section  144  deea.  n^it  ssjr  that  .a  demurrer  may>be. 
interposed  to  thei  complaint  where  there  are  sev^al  causes 
of  action  which  naay  be  propeily  joined  under  section  167, 
because  they  are  united  in  one  count  and  not  separately 
stated.  The  demurrer  isnotgiv«n  for  uniting  in  one  count  sep- 
arate causes  of  action,  but  for  uniting >n  the  complaint  causea. 
of  action  which  it  is  not  lawful  under  section  167  to  unite 
in  the  same  complaint.  It  is  true  the  pleader  in  this  case 
has  violated  a  rule  of  pleading  enjoined  by  this  same  section. 
It  does  not  follow,  however,  that  this  demurrer  can  be  main- 
tained. There  are  other  rules  of  pleading  presented  by  the 
Code,  the  violation  of  which  will  not  give  the  defendant  his 
demurrer. 

This  view  is  greatly  strengtbexied  by  the  last  paragrah  of 
section  172  of  the  Code,  which  makes  it  the  duty  of  the. 
courty  when  a  deaiurrer  to  the  complamt  shall  be  sustained, 
because  of  the  misjoinder  of  cajoses  of  action,  to  order  them 
to  be  separated,  and  that  they  be  proceeded  with  as  separate 
actions. 

I  advise  the  afiSrmanoe  of  the  judgment    All  a£Srm. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Daniel  Moo&E;  respondent^  agt.  William  NoblE;  appellant 

In  an  action  for  a  d&eeU  in  tha  aale  of  a  hotae,  where  the  frand  is  the  gist  of  the 
action,  if  there  is  no  eyidence  of  a  tcUnter,  the  action  cannot  be  sustained.  And  it 
has  been  held  that  an  ayerment  that  the  defendant  **  falsely  and  frandnentlj  repre- 
sented/' dec.,  is  a  sofioient  statement  of  the  sdaiUr. 

It  is  otherwise  in  an  action  lor  a  breach  qf  varraniy  of  a  horse ;  there  it  is  nnneoes- 
sarjto  allege  a  tcienter;  as  npon  the  representation  of  a  warranty  the  party 
is  bound  to  aoeonntability  for  an  nnsonndness,  whether  he  knew  it  or  not. 

The  role  in  a  jtutict'i  court  is  the  same  as  in  all  other  courts,  that  if  a  material  part 
of  the  plaintiff's  case  is  wholly  unsupported  by  evidence,  a  judgment  in  his 
&vor  will  be  reversed  on  appeal,  whether  the  trial  be  with  or  without  a  jury. 

The  eomplaint  in  this  case  decided  to  be  one  for  deceit  in  the  sale  of  a  horse,  instead 
of  one  for  breach  of  warranty  of  the  soundness  of  the  hone,  as  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff. 

Fifth  District,  General  Term^  April,  ^867. 

Before  Morgan,  Bacon,  Mullin  and  FoffTER,   Justices. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  a  breach 
of  warranty  in  the  sale  of  a  horse.  It  was  commenced  and 
tried  at  Watertown,  November  2,  1867,  before  Thomas 
Baker,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  a  jury.  The  plain- 
tiff had  a  verdict  of  $30,  and  judgment  was  docketed  on 
that  day  for  $30  damages  and  $5  costs:  from  this  judgment 
the  defendant  appealed  to  the  County  Court  of  Jefferson 
County,  which  court  having  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below,  the  defendant  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  complaint  was  as  follows : 

^^  That  on,  or  about,  the  month  of  March,  1865,  the  said 
plaintiff  at  the  town  of  Hounsfield,  purchased  a  certain  horse 
of  the  defendant  for  and  at  the  agreed  price  of  $120,  and 
paid  the  said  defendant  said  suip ;  that  said  defendant,  to 
induce  the  plaintiff  to  purchase  the  said  horse,  falsely  and 
fraudulently  represented  the  said  horse  worth  and  of  the 
value  of  $120 ;  and  guaranteed  the  said  horse  to  be  sound 
in  all  respects  and  wholly  free  from  disease. 
Vol,  XXXTL  26 
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That  the  said  hone  was  not  sound  or  free  from  disc^ase,  aa 
represented  by  the  defendant^  nor  was  he  worth  or  of  the 
value  of  $120,  but  the  said  horse  was  unsound  and  diseased 
in  this,  to  wit :  the  said  horse  was  diseased  in  the  shoulder, 
and  had  a  disease  of  the  shoulder  called  Stccnie  which  said 
disease,  was  well  known  to  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the 
iKde  of  the  said  horse  to *the  plaintiff." 

"Wherefore,  &c> 

The  answer  was  a  general  denial  The  plaintiff  claimed 
that  this  complaint  sets  forth  a  cause  of  action  for  breach  of 
warranty,  and  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  prove  the  allegations 
of  deceit,  and  no  sctenter  was  proved  on  the  trial. 

# 

Reynolds  &  OTJrien,  forqppeltanL 

I.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  action  is  to  recover 
damages  for  fraud.  The  complaint  is  as  perfect  a  one  for 
firaud  as  could  well  be  drawn. 

The  defendant  is  liable  to  be  imprisoned  on  the  judgment 
appealed  from.  {Cotoevfs  Treaties^  4  -Ed,  ^  1667,  ^  972; 
Thomas  agt.  Beebe,  25  N.  T.  Rj  244 ;  3  Abhotes  Digest^  50; 
Nivin  agt.  Nmn^  29  How.y  6.) 

U.  The  action  then  being  for  fraud,  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  without  proving: 

1.  That  the  defendant  made  material  representations  in 
relation  to  the; condition  of  the  horse  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 

2.  That  the  representations  were  relied  upon  by  the  plaid- 
tiff,  and  induced  him  to  make  the  purchase. 

3.  That  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  knew  these 
representations  to  be  false. 

III.  There  is  no  prouf  of  fraud  in  this  case.  There  is  no 
proof  that  the  defendant  had  any  knowledge  of  the  alleged 
defect  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 

Fraud  is  never  presumed  or  inferred  from  doubtful  testi- 
mony. The  party  alleging  it  must  prove  it  clearly  and  con- 
clusively, or  fail  id  his  action.    The  presumption  is  alwajrs 
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in  favor  of  good  fuith^  honesty  and  fair  dealing,  and  a  party 
daiming  to  be  deceived,  is  held  to  the  strictest  and  clearest 
proof.  {Lewis  agt.  Palmer^  B'Jl  andDmio^  sup.,  68;  Flem- 
ing  agt.  SlocHm,  IS  JohttMm^  ;403 ;  Banjc  Silver  Creek  agt 
Talc(fkj  22  Barb.j  650;  Henri/  h^t.  Henry j  S  Barb.,  580/ 
Waierimry  agt.  Skirtemnt^  18  Wend.^  353 ;  Nicholas  agt 
Pinner,  18  N.  T.,  895 ;   Griffin  agt  Cranston^  1  Bosw.,  281.) 

MooRB  A  McCautiN;  for  respondent 

I.  The  complaint  sets  forth  a  cause  of  action  for  breach  of 
warranty.  It  was  unnecessary  on  the  trial  to  prove  the  allegar 
ttons  of  deceit ;  proof  of  the  contra/pt  of  warranty  and  breach 
was  sufficient  so  sustain  the  action.  (1  Cow.  Treaties^  32§^ 
2ed.) 

In  Chreskam  agt.  Postom  (2  Car.  and  Payne^  541)t  it  was 
held :  ^  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  breach  of  an  express 
.warranty,  that  a  horse  was  quiet;  if  the  declaration  allege 
that  the  defendant  well  knew  him  to  be  unquiet,  this  is  an 
unnecessary  averment  and  need  not  be  proved."  {WHliam^ 
son  agt.  AUison,  2  Easty  446;  Doufding  agt.  Moriin^j,  2 
East,  450,  note ;  Fowler  agt.  Abrams,.  3  E.  D.  Smith,  1 ; 
1  Waifs  Law  and  Pr.,  678^.) 

II.  The  defendant  was  bound  to  know  whereof  he  affirmed. 
He  represented  the  horse  to  be  sound  and  free  from  disease, 
whereas,  at  tlie  time,  he  was  unsound.  The  allegations  were 
material,  and  induced  the  purchase ;  and  if  made  without 
knowledge  of  their  truth  or  falsity,  though  in  good  faith,  the 
defendant  was  guilty  of  a  fraud,  as  much  ati  though  he  knew 
the  representations  to  be  untrue.  {Bennett  agt.  Judsou,  21 
N.  r.,  238 ;   Craig  agt  Ward,  36  Barb.,  378.) 

Bacok,  J.  If  the  action  in  this  case  had  been  simply  for 
a  breach  of  wairanty,  it  is  possible  the  judgment  might  be 
upheld,  although  the  evidence  is  far  from  being  very  satis 
factory,  either  that  an  unsoundness  existed  at  the  time  of  tbe 
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sale  of  the  mare,  or  that  the  plaintiff  relied  upon  and  bought 
upon  the  faith  of  the  alleged  representations  of  the  defend- 
ant. And  in  this  respect  it  would  be  immaterial  whether 
the  defendant  did  or  did  not  know  of  the  unsoundness  prior 
to  the  sale,  because  upon  an  absolute  warranty  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  allege  a  scienter^  and  upon  such  a  representation  a 
party  is  bound  to  accountability  for  an  unsoundness,  whether 
he  knew  it  or  not.     {Case  agt.  Boughtony  11  Wend.,  106.) 

But  in  an  action  for  a  deceit  in  a  sale,  where  the  fraud  is 
the  gist  of  the  action,  the  rule  is  otherwise.  In  such  a  case, 
if  there  is  no  evidence  of  a  scienter^  the  action  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. It  may  not  be  necessary  in  all  cases  to  aver  knowl- 
edge on  the  part  of  the  defendant  of  the  falsity  of  the  repre- 
sentations, and  in  the  case  of  Thomas  agt.  Beebe  (25  N.  F., 
244),  it  is  held  that  an  averment  that  the  defendant  ^^ falsely 
and  firaudulently  represented/^  is  a  sufficient  statement  of  the 
scienter.  That  the  complaint  in  this  case  is  for  deceit  in  the 
sale,  wilfully  and  knowingly  perpetrated  by  the  defendant, 
is  manifest.  To  give  it  any  other  construction  would  be  to 
violate  all  the  rules  of  language  and  of  pleading.  It  avers 
that  to  induce  the  plaintiff  to  purchase,  the  defendant  falsely 
and  fraudulently  represented  the  horse  to  be  worth  $120, 
and  guaranteed  him  to  be  sound  in  all  respects  and  free 
from  disease ;  that  he  was  not  sound,  and  not  worth  $120, 
but  was  unsound  and  had  a  disease  well  known  to  the 
defendant  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  These  are  substantive 
averments  on  which  the  action  is  founded,  and  it  was  neces- 
sary to  prove  them ;  and  the  rule  in  a  justice^s  court  is  the 
same  as  in  all  other  courts,  that  if  a  material  part  of  plain- 
tifl^s  case  is  wholly  unsupported  by  evidence  a  judgment  in 
his  favor  will  be  reversed  on  appeal  whether  the  trial  is  with 
or  without  a  jury.     {Tift  agt.  Tifftj  4  Den.,  175.) 

In  this  case  there  was  an  utter  failure  by  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  that  the  defendant  had  any  knowledge  of  the  alleged 
nnsoundness,  and  the  defendant  expressly  negatived  any  such 
knowledge.     Without  this  proof  the  plaintiff  was  not  entit- 
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led  to  recover  in  the  form  of  action  he  elected  to  bring  and 
the  judgment  should  have  been  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed  accordingly. 

MuLLiif,  J.;  dissenting,  wrote  an  opinion  for  affirmance, 
maintaining  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Bennett  agt.  Judsan^ 
21  N.  r.,  and  Craig  agt.  Wardj  36  Barb.) 
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SUPREME  CfOURT. 
In  THtt  Mattsr  OF  Frederick  D.  Tappen,  to  vacate  cer- 

TAUf  AsSESSMENTfl. 

The  emnmon  ronocil  of  the  citj  of  New  York  are  aothorised  to  aeaoM  the  autto/ 

locui  imffrowemenU,  npoa  the  property  benefited  thereby. 
The  efaaiye  for  making  atteumemts,  ii  teem*,  h  not  illegal,  althongh  made  by  thecait^ 

son,  who  are  salaried  offlcera;  eepecMlly  where  it  doeenot  appear  that  any  greatar 

imn  ii  eharged  than  the  actoal  ezpenae  to  the  city  in  making  the  aawmment. 
It  is  well  teuled  by  thia  eonrt  that  an  asaeeamont  will  not  be  aet  aaide  beeanie  tha 

ebai^  for  aaeeeaing  ia  contained  In  it. 
By  chapter  306  of  the  laws  of  1861  a  Board  of  Revirion  waa  created  whoee  dnty  it  la 

made  to  confirm  aaeeiiBmenta.    Therefore,  inch  aaseaamenta  need  not  be  coufl^rmad 

by  the  common  eonnciL 
This  law  of  1861  creating  the  Board  of  Rerision,  ia  not  yoid  aa  infringing  the  conati- 

tntion  of  the  atate.     The  subject  of  the  act  is  nxprasaed  sufflciently  in  iu  titla. 

It  is  an  act  relative  to  contraeL 
Where  the  names  of  the  ownert  and  oempantt  are  the  same  in  the  aaaesament  as  npon 

prcTioua  years  taz-liat,  it  is  all  the  law  reqnires,  in  reference  to  the  naming  of 

the  owners  and  occupants  of  lots  affected  by  the  aasesainent 
The  common  conndl  has  the  power,  by  ordinance,  Us  direct  the  JiUing  of  tHmkm 

ioUf  and  in  case  it  deems  necessary  to  do  the  same  at  the  expense  of  the  owner 

forthwith  npon  the  passage  of  the  same. 
It  is  the  dnty  of  the.  common  council  to  assess  the  eott  of  tk*  improvewunt  upon  tha 

property  benefited,  and  not  cast  thia  burden  npon  the  taz-payera  at  laixe. 

New  Torh  General  Temiy  January^  1869. 

Before  Barnard,  Sutherland  and  Ingrahah,  Justices. 

This  is  an  application  to  vacate  the  assessments  men- 
tioned and  described  in  the  petition  herein. 

The  objections  to  the  assessments  are  as  follows : 

First. — It  is  objected  to  all  the  assessments  that  they  in- 
clude a  charge  for  assessing. 

The  gross  amount  charged  for  assessing  is  seven  hundred 
and  five  dollars  and  seventy-five  cents  ($705.75). 

Second. — It  is  objected  to  all  the  assessments  that  they 
have  never  been  confirmed  by  the  common  council. 

Third. — It  is  objected  to  all  the  assessments  that  they  do 
not  state  the  name  of  the  owner  or  owners,  occupant  and 
occupants  of  the  property  assessed. 
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Fourth, — ^It  is  specially  objected  to  assessments  numbered 
two  and  three  (Nos.  2  and  3),  in  the  petition  and  proo& 
that  they  are  irregular,  for  the  reason  that  there  is  no  au- 
thority to  lay  an  assessment  for  filling  sunken  lots,  and 
also  lor  the  reason  that  the  ordinance  should  require  the 
owner  to  fill  the  lots  before  the  work  is  done  by  the  city. 

Fifth. — It  is  specially  objeccted  to  assessment  numbered 
six  (No.  b),  in  the  petition  and  proofs,  that  it  is  irregular, 
for  the  reason  that  the  ordinance  requires  the  work  to  be. 
done  where  necessary. 

'  Sixth. — ^It  is  specially  objected  to  assessment  numbered, 
seven  (No.  7),  in  the  petition  and  the  proofs,  that  the  whole 
cost  of  the  work  is  assessed  upon  the  property  owners, 
whereas  the  ordinance  requires  that  only  one  half  of  the 
expense  of  the  work  should  be  borne  by  the  property  own- 
ers. 

His  Hon.  Justice  Cardozo,  at  special  term,  denied  the 
prayer  of  the  petitioner,  whereupon  he  appealed  to  the 
general  term. 

Charles  E.  Miller,  counsel  far  petitiofier.  and  appellant. 

I.  The  objection  to  the  charge  of  assessing  is  well  taken. 
{Tappan  case;  Lewis  case  ;  Wood  case,  opinion,  Ingraaah,  J.  j 
Beekman's  case^  19  Ahb.,  244.) 

(a).  Under  the  act  of  1851,  the  assessors  were  to  receive 
such  compensation  as  the  common  council  might  determine 
not  exceeding  one  per  cent  upon  the  amount  of  the  assess- 
ment.    {Laws  1851,  Chap,  436,  j>.  813,  sec  1.) 

This  act,  however,  did  nofc  authorize  the  assessors  to  in- 
clude the  amount  of  their  compensation  in  their  assessment. 

In  1853  an  act  was  passed,  fixing  the  amount  of  the  com- 
pensation of  the  assessors  a*}  two  percent,  upon  the  amount 
of  the  assessment,  and  authorizing  them  to  include  that 
amount  in  the  assessment.  {Laws  1853,  chap  508,  p.  972, 
sec.  2.) 
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The  act  of  1853  continued  in  force  until  1859,  when  it 
was  provided  that  the  compensation  of  the  assessors  should 
be  two  thousand  dollars  each,  to  be  paid  by  the  comptroller 
out  of  the  city  treasury,  and  which  should  be  in  lieu  of  all 
compensation.     {Laws  1859,  c7*ap.  802,  p.  683,  sec.  16.) 

It  certainly  cannot  require  argument  to  establish  that, 
after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1859  there  was  no  authority 
for  the  assessors  to  include  in  the  assessment  the  charge  of 
two  per  cent.  The  act  of  1853  gives  the  two  per  cent,  to 
the  assessors.  There  was  never  any  authority  to  include 
the  two  per  cent,  in  the  assessment  except  for  the  benefit  of 
the  assessors. 

The  two  per  cent,  was  the  assessor's  fees,  and  when  the 
act  of  1859  gave  the  assessors  an  annual  salary  of  two 
thousand  dollars,  payable  out  of  the  city  treasury,  and  de- 
clared that  it  should  be  in  lieu  of  all  other  compensation,  it 
was  a  virtual  and  direct  repeal  of  the  act  of  1853,  author- 
izing the  charge  of  two  per  cent. 

This  court  has  decided  that  it  was  competent  for  the 
common  council  to  distribute  a  portion  of  the  expense  of 
assessment  proceedings  upon  the  city  at  large.  {Turflef's 
case  J  19  Ahh.y  140  ;  opinion  Inqraham,  J. 

Surely,  then,  it  was  competent^ for  the  legislature  to  direct 
that  the  cost  of  assessing  should  be  a  general  charge,  instead 
of  a  special  one,  as  was  done  by  the  act  of  1859. 

The  argument  in  support  of  the  charge  is,  that  it  is  in* 
tended  to  reimburse  the  city  for  the  salaries  of  the  asses- 
sors. 

In  Tappen's  case,  Mr.  Justice  Ingraham,  in  considering 
the  legality  of  the  charge  for  assessing,  says: 

*^I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  impropriety  of  mak- 
ing such  a  charge." 

^'  Since  the  change  was  made,  any  charge  therefor  is  im- 
proper, and  should  not  be  made.'' 

He  refused,  however,  to  grant  the  application,  on  the 
ground  of  laches,  the  assessments  being  from  10  to  15  years 
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old.  In  this  case  they  are  recent  ones,  and  that  reasoning 
does  not  apply,  even  if  it  be  good,  which  is  respectfully 
doubted. 

Again  in  Lewis'  case,  at  general  term,  the  same  learned 
justice  uses  the  following  language  : 

^*  The  assessors  should  not  have  included  any  charge  for 
making  the  assessment.  The  allowance  of  two  per  cent, 
is  no  longer  a  legal  charge." 

The  board  should  not  include  such  a  charge,  ^^  and  if  per- 
sisted in,  the  court  will  feel  bound  to  grant  relief  from  it  in 
cases  hereafter  brought  before  it.'' 

This  is  a  promise  of  future  justice,  in  a  case  in  which  the 
court  refused  to  render  justice  to  the  applicant,  merely  be- 
cause he  is  the  first  one  to  ask  it. 

The  illegality,  therefore,  of  the  charge  for  assessing  has 
been  declared,  both  at  special  and  general  term  of  the 
cojrt. 

The  maxim,  "  de  minimis  nan  curat  feo;,"  has  no  applica- 
tion to  this  case. 

This  is  a  statutory  proceeding.  The  statute  makes  it  the 
imperative  duty  of  the  court  to  vacate  an  assessment,  when 
irregularity  or  fraud  it  established. 

The  irregularity  of  the  charge  for  assessing  has  been 
again  and  again  affirmed  by  the  court,  and  having  been  thus 
affirmed,  it  is  the  plain  statutory  duty  of  the  court  to  vacate 
every  assessment  w^ich  contains  the  illegal  charge. 

It  is  not  a  question  of  amount,  but  a  naked  question  of 
power. 

The  assessors  have  done  that  which  they  had  no  power 
to  do,  and  their  assessment  is  consequently  invalid. 

If  the  assessors  had*  possessed  the  power  to  charge  any 
sum  for  assessing,  perhaps  the  maxium  might  be  invoked 
to  protect  the  assessment  from  the  consequences  of  a  slight 
excess  in  the  amount  charged. 

In  this  case  it  is  conceded,  both  by  counsel  and  court, 
that  the  assessors  had  no  power  to  charge  anything  for  \ 
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sing,  there  is,  therefore,  not  the  slightest  room,  for  the  maxim, 
^^  de  minimis' non  curat  lex^  since  the  question  u  not  one  of 
amount  but  of  power. 

The  correctness  of  this  position  can  be  best  illustrated  as 
follows : 

Suppose  the  lots  upon  which  this  illegal  chnrse  for  assess- 
ing is  imposed  should  he  sold  for  the  non-pjiymt'iit  of  the 
assessment,  is  it  not  clear  that  the  purchaser  would  not  gei^ 
any  title  which  he  could  enforce  t  The  illegal  charge  would 
vitiate  the  whole  proceeding,  and  the  owner  could  success- 
fully prosecute  his  tiction  of  ejectment,  should  tlie  purchaser 
get  possesion  under  the  sale,  {Blackwell  on  tjLx^  Titles^  p. 
160-162,  and  eases  cited;  Huse  agt.  Herrimanj  2  Grecnkaf, 
375.) 

This  last  case  is  much  stronger  than  the  one  at  bar. 

In  that  case  the  illegal  charge  was  only  eighty-seven  cents, 
(87  cts.)  while  in  these  assessments  the  illegal  charge  exceedSi 
seven  hundred  dollars. 

In  that  case,  as  in  this»  there  was  an  attempt  to  save  tha 
proceedings  by  the  maxim,  ^'  de  minimis  non  curat  IcXj^  but 
the  court  repudiated  it  in  the  following  terms : 

Mullen,  C.  J. — ^It  is  contended  that  the  sum  of  eighty- 
seven  cents,  over  and  above  the  sum  of  five  prr  cent,  is  such 
a  trifle  as  to  fall  within  the  range  of  the  muxini,  ^'  de  mini' 
miSj  etc.,"  but  if  not,  still  the  small  excess  does  not  vitiate 
the  assessment.  The  maxim  is  so  vague  in  itself  as  to  form 
a  very  uncertain  ground  of  proceeding  or  judging,  and  it 
may  be  almost  as  difficult  to  apply  it,  as  a  rule  in  pecuniary 
concerns,  as  to  the  interest  which  a  witness  has  in  the  event 
of  a  cause ;  and  in  such  case  it  cannot  apply*  Any  interest 
excludes  him. 

'^  The  assessment  was  therefore  unauthorized  and  void, 
''If  the  line  which  the  legislature  has  established  be  onc« 
*'  passed,  we  know  of  no  boundary  to  the  discretion  of  thf 
assessors." 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.        395 

Mutter  uf  Frederick  D.  Tappeii.    . 

There  can  be  no  answer  to  the  authority  of  this  case  ia 
its  application  to  tlie  one  at  bar. 

In  the  cuse  cited  the  assessors  had  jurisdictioD  to  assess 
overluyings  to  the  extent  of  five  per  cent. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  assessors  had  no  jurisdiction  or 
power  to  include  any  amount  for  assessitig.  It  being  thus 
illegul,  tiie  petitioner  would  have  a  perfect  remedy  in  case 
there  was  an  attempt  made  to  enforce  the  collection  of  the 
assessment  by  sale  or  otherwise.  There  is,  therefore,  neither 
reason  nor  justice  in  denying  him  the  relief  now  which  he 
must  certainly  secure  in  case  of  sale  of  his  property  under 
the  ossessmen-t. 

Indeed,  the  purpose  and  object  of  the  act  of  1858,  under 
which  this  proceeding  is  instituted,  was  to  furnish  a  prompt 
and  speedy  remedy  against  illegal  assessments,  and  to  re-^ 
lieve  p.u-ties  aggrieved  from  the  necessity  of  submitting  to  a 
sale,  and  the  consequent  delay  and  vexation  of  an  action  of 
ejectment. 

The  additional  fact  appears  in  the  case  that  the,  amount 
charged  by  tlie  assessors  is  double  the  actual  expense.  Gon-* 
ceding  that  the  assessors  could  charge  the  actual  expense, 
still  they  have  no  power,  under  the  most  liberal  construe* 
tion,  to  double  that  charge.  It  appears  that  this  was  m>t 
an  unintentional  error  on  their  part,  but  made  on  a^  fixed 
basis,  without  any  data  upon  which  to  base  it. 

The  court  having  adjudged  the  charge  illegal,  and  the 
assessment  invalitl,  the  petitioner  is  entitled  to  his  statutory 
right,  and  the  ?tssessment  should  be  vacated. 

II.  The  objection  that  the  assessments  hive  never  been  000-* 
firmed  by  the  common  council  is  well  taken. 

(a).  It  is  admitted,  as  a  matter  of  fact  by  the  opposing 
counsel, 

That  the  assessments  in  question  have  not  been  confirmed 
by  the  common  council,  but  it  is  insisted  by  him  that  since 
the  act  of  18f>l,  constituting  the  corotproller,  counsel  to  the 
corporation,  and  recorder,  a  board  of  revision  and  correo- 
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tion  of  assessment  lists,  there  is  no  necessity  for  any  action 
by  the  common  council. 

Counsel  for  the  petitioner  contends  that  the  act  conferring 
the  power  of  confirmation  upon  the  board  of  revision  is  un- 
constitutiond. 

Prior  to  the  act  of  1861,  the  power  of  confirmation  of 
assessments  was  vested  in  the  common  council.  {Valentine^s 
Laws,  p.  1190,  §  176.) 

By  the  act  of  1861  this  power  of  confirmation  of  assess- 
ments was  transferred  to  the  board  of  revision  and  correct- 
ion of  assessments.     {Laws  1861,  chap.  308 1;.  702  ^  1.) 

This  act  is  entitled  **  An  Act  relative  to  Contracts,  by 
the  Mayor,  Aldermen  and  Commonalty  of  the  City  of  New 
York." 

Now,  the  constitution  provides :  *^  No  private  or  local  bill 
which  may  be  passed  by  the  legislature  shall  contain  more 
than  one  subject,  and  that  shall  be  expressed  in  its  title." 
{Const.y  art.  3,  ^  16.) 

The  act  of  1861is  a  local  bill,  since  it  applies  only  to  the 
City  of  New  York.  It  embraces  more  than  one  subject, 
viz.,  contracts,  and  the  establishment  of  a  board  of  revision 
and  correction  of  assessments.  Subjects  entirely  dissimilar, 
and  having  no  positive  connection. 

Again,  there  is  not  a  suggestion  in  the  title  of  the  act  of  the 
establishment  of  a  board  of  revision,  etc. 

In  this  respect,  also,  the  act  is  unconstitutional,  since  the 
requirement  is  that  the  subject  of  the  act  must  be  expressed 
in  its  title.  A  more  plaiu  and  palpable  violation  of  the 
constitutional  provision  in  question  could  not  well  be  im- 
agined. 

The  courts  have  again  and  again  interfered  to  protect 
parties  and  the  public  from  legislation  in  violation  of  this 
constitutional  provision. 

The  following  are  some  of  the  instances  in  which  such 
protection  has  been  extended  :     {Town  ofFishkiU  vs.  Pla^^k 
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Road  Companpy  22  Barb,y  634 ;  People  vs.  Jaycox^  Court  of 
Appeals.    Peckham,  J.^  People  agt.  HiUs^  35  N.  T.j  449. 

A  like  interposition  is  asked  from  the  court  in  the  case  at 
bar. 

III.  The  objection  that  the  assessment  does  not  state  the 
names  of  the  owners  of  the  lots  assessed  is  well  taken. 

(a.)  The  statute  provides :  ^^  In  all  cases  when  commis- 
sioners or  assessors  shall  describe  the  houses  and  lots  as- 
sessed for  any  improvement,  the  assessment  shall  describe 
and  particularize  all  such  houses  and  lots  by  the  known 
street  number  as  well  as  the  ward  number,  and  shall  also  state 
the  name  of  the  owner  or  owners,  and  occupant  and  occu- 
pants ;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  surveyors  who  shall 
make  out  the  assessment  list  to  ascertain,  by  inquiry,  to  be 
made  of  the  collector  of  taxes  of  the  ward  in  which  the 
property  assessed  is  situate,  and  by  inquiry  of  the  person 
who  collected  the  taxes  of  such  ward  the  previous  year,  as 
to  such  ownership,  and  such  collector  shall  .afford  the  requi- 
site information.^'  {Laws  of  1840,  chap.  826,  ^  1 ;  YtAen-^ 
tineas  Laws,  p.  1243,  §  1.) 

It  thus  appears  that  the  statute  is  imperative  in  its  re- 
quirements that  the  assessment  list  should  state  the  names 
of  the  owner  or  owners,  and  occupant  and  occupants  of  the 
property  assessed.  In  the  case  at  bar  it  appears  by  the 
proofs  that  the  provisions  of  the  statute  have  not  been  re- 
garded. 

In  assessment  numbered  2  and  3,  in  the  petition  and 
proofs,  the  lots  are  assessed  to  ^'owners  unknown,  estate  of 
George  Rapelyea.'' 

In  the  assessment  number  4,  in  petition  and  proofs,  all  the 
lots  are  assessed  to  estate  of  George  Rapelyea,  "except  ward 
numbers  5167,  51 68,  which  are  assessed  to  Post." 

In  assessment  number  5,  in  petition  and  proofs,  all  the 
lots  are  assessed  to  the  *^  heirs  of  Geo.  Rapelyea." 

In  assessment  numbered  6  and  7,  in  the  petition  and 
proofs,  all  the  lots  are  assessed  to  the  '*  estate  of  George 
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Rapelyea,"  except  ward  numbers  5107  and  5168,  which 
are  assessed  to  Myers,  and  ward  number  5170,  which  is 
assessed  to  Henry  Mullen. 

In  assessment  numbered  S,  in  petition  and  proofs,  the  lot, 
ward  number  478,  is  assessed  to  "Patrick  McGuire.^' 

In  assessment  numberd  9,  in  petition  and  proofs,  all  the 
Jots  are  assessed  to  the  ''estate  of  George  Rapelyea." 

In  assessment  numberd  10,  in  the  petition  ai>d  proofs, 
cone  of  tlie  lots  are  assessed  to  the  real  owners. 

In  assessment  numbered  11,  the  lots  are  assessed  to  the 
'*  estate  of  George  Rapelyea,"  and  to  other  persons  not 
owners. 

The  same  is  true  of  assessment  numbered  12,  in  petition 
and  proofs. 

It  thus  appears  that  in  no  case  has  the  provision  of  the 
statute  above  quoted  been  regarded. 

Il*has  been  judicially  determined  that  the  ommission  by 
the  assessors  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute, 
with  respect  to  the  naming  of  the  owners  and  occupants  of 
lots  affected  by  the  assessment,  invalidates  the  entire  pro- 
ceedings. {Wliitney  agt.  Thomas^  23  N.  Y.  R^p.  2S1 ;  Phtt 
agt.  Stewart^  8  Barb.  493 ;  PaiUet  agt.  ToungSj  4  Sandfly 
60.) 

In  the  case  of  Wliitney  agt.  TJiomaSj  Selden,  J.,  p.  285, 
cites  the  stj>tutory  provision  in  relation  to  assessment  of 
taxes,  and  says:  "These  sections  require  thnt  if  the  owner 
resides  in  the  town  or  ward  the  lands  shall  be  assessed  to 
him,  unless  they  are  actually  occupied  by  another,  and  then 
they  may  be  assessed  either  to  the  owner  or  occupant.  If 
the  owner  does  not  reside  in  the  town  or  ward,  they  must 
be  assessed  as  non-resident  lands.  The  provisions  are  im- 
perative. There  is  no  authority  whatever  for  making  the 
assessment  otherwise  than  as  they  direct." 

The  only  distinction  between  this  case  and  the  one  at  bar 
is,  that  under  the  act  of  1840,  the  assessors  are  required,  in 
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all  cases,  to  give  the  names  of  the  ownera  aud  occupants  of 
Hhe  lots  air«.'cti'd  by  the  assessment. 

In  the  case  of  Plait  agt.  Stewart  (supra),  the  asseSBment 
■Teas  impost'd  »i[>on  the  "  estate  of  Garrison  Stewart.'' 

Edmonds,  J.,  p.  600,  says : 

"  The  ssossment  upon  the  estate  of  Garrisfon  Stewart  was 
"also  illegal.  The  statute  requires  the  assessment  to  be 
"  upon  the  owners  or  occupants  of  the  houses  and  lots  intend- 
*"ed  to  be  benefited.'' 

"  And  for  stich  an  improvement  as  laying  curb  and  gut- 
**  ter  stones  there  is  no  authority  for  making  any  other  as- 
••  sessmeiits.  In  an  assessment  for  opening  streets,  there  is 
'* a  different  provision.  "There  if  the  owners  or  parties 
'^interested,  or  their  respective  estates  and  interests  are  un- 
"  known,  or  not  fully  known,  it  will  be  sufficient  for  the  re- 
"  port  to  set  forth  generally,  the  sums  assessed  and  the  par- 
"  ties  interested,  without  specifymg  the  names  or  theestatijs, 
"or  interests  of  the  owners  or  parties  interested,  or  any  of 
"them.  But,  I  repeat,  in  assessments  for  paving  there  is 
"  no  such  provision.  On  the  other  hand,  the  statute  is  ex- 
" press  in  requiring  the  assessment  to  be  upon  the  'owner 
"or  occupant,'  and  I  know  of  no  authority  that  the  com- 
"mon  council  or  their  assessors  have  to  depart  from  this 
"plain  requirement  of  the  statute." 

"The  departure  in  this  case  is  very  palpable.  Although 
"the  a8s:»ssment  may  be  against  either  owner  or  occupant, 
"the  common  council  cannot  have  recourse  for  the  collection 
"of  the  assessment  to  a  sale  of  the  premises,  in  the  manner 
"  in  which  these  premises  were  sold,  unless  payment  of  the 
"amount  be  first  demanded  of  the  owner  (not  the  occupant), 
"or  uidess  such  owner  cannot,  on  diligent  inquiry,  be  found 
"in  the  city.  Now,  this  assessment  is  not  returned  as  oho 
"where  the  owner  cannot  be  found  in  the  city,  but  is  re- 
"  turned  as  one  where  the  collector  has  been  demanding  it 
"of  the  owner  of  the  land  mentioned  in  the  assessment. 
"What  owner,  in  this  case,  was  the  demand  made  upon.    The 
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^^  only  owner  mentioned  in  the  assessment;  was  the  estate 
^^  of  Garrison  Stewart — ^which  part  of  his  estate — the  real  or 
'^personal — and  of  what  persons?  Of  the  widow,  as  occu- 
^^punt  an  tenant  in  dower  T  of  the  children  as  heirs  at  law  f 
*'  or  of  the  personal  representatives  of  the  deceased  f  All 
^*  this  is  left  in  doubt  in  this  case^  and  may  properly  be  so 
''  left,  if  this  mode  of  assessment  can  be  tolerated  ;  and  then 
"  of  what  use  would  be  the  enactment  which  requires  two 
*^  demands  of  the  owner  before  recourse  can  be  had  to  the 
^*  remedy,  by  sale  of  the  premises  sought  to  be  charged?*' 

^^  But  it  is  unnecessary  to  pursue  the  argument  It  is 
'*  enough,  in  such  cases,  that  the  statute  must  be  strictly  fol- 
"  lowed  in  order  to  warrant  the  imposition  of  such  a  tax, 
<'  and  that  in  this  case  there  has  been  a  departure  from  it." 

The  illegality  of  the  assessment,  therefore,  is  not  stating 
the  names  of  the  owners  of  the  lots  in  question,  beyond 
dispute. 

In  the  majority  of  instances  the  assessments  are  in  the 
same  words  passed  upon  by  Judge  Edmonds'  decision,  viz : 
*^  the  estate  of  George  Bapelyea,'' 

No  construction  can  make  that  a  compliance  with  the 
statute,  even  if  the  assessors  had  made  all  the  inquiry  which 
the  statute  prescribes. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  statute  is  complied  with  by  insert* 
ing  the  names  that  appeared  on  the  tax  list  of  the  previous 
year ;  it  is  answered  that  the.  statute  requires  inquiry  a!t  the 
time  of  the  ward  collector  of  taxes,  in  addition  to  inquiry 
of  the  person  who  collected  the  taxes  for  the  previous  year. 
No  such  inquiry  is  shown. 

In  PaiUet  agL  Youngs^  (surpd^  p.  67 y  Mason,  X,  says : 

^^  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that,  at  such  a  distance  of  time,  it 
**  is  impossible  to  prove  the  fact.  The  difficulty  in  making 
"  proof  will  not  repeal  the  law.  The  legislature  might  have 
^'  said,  in  express  terms,  that  the  person  who  last  paid  taxes, 
^^  or  who  was  last  assessed  for  taxes,  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
^^  the  true  owner,  and  then  the  mode  of  proof  ^ould  be  sim- 
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^^ple.  But  they  have  not  said  so,  and  have  referred  the  aa- 
'^  sesaor  to  the  information  to  be  derived  from  personal  in- 
quiry of  the  ward  collector.  And  where  ike  real  owner 
*^  is  not  named  in  the  assessment^  we  cannot  presume,  with- 
*'  out  proof  that  the  proper  inquiry  was  made.  The  asaew- 
^^  ment,  for  this  reason,  is,  we  think,  invalid.^ 

lY.  The  objections  to  assessmenta  numbered  2  and  3,  at 
to  the  irregularity  of  the  assessments  for  filling  sunken  lots, 
are  well  taken. 

(a).  The  authority  for  filling  sunken  lots  is  derived  fi'om 
second  section  of  chapter  sixty-nine  of  the  laws  of  1834 
{Valenttfie^s  Laws^p.  469.) 
That  section  is  as  follows : 

*'  That  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  mayor,  etc.,  etc., 
in  all  cases  where  they  may  deem  it  necessary  for  the  more 
speedy  execution  of  any  by-law  or  ordinance  requiring  the 
'  owners,  agents,  occupants,  etc.,  of  any  lot  or  lots  to  fill  up 
or  raise  such  lot  or  lots,  forthwith  upon  the  passage  of  sucii 
by-law  or  ordinance,  or  at  any  time  thereafter,  when  i^ey 
may  deem  it  expedient  to  cause  such  lot  or  lots  to  be  filled 
up  at  their  own  expense  on  account  of  such  owners,  etc., 
respectively,  and  the  said  mayor,  etc.,  are  hereby  authorised 
to  levy  reasonable  costs,  etc.,  by  distress  and  sale  of  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  such  owners,  against,  lessees  or  occu- 
pants, or  to  recover  the  amount  of  such  expense  by  action 
of  debt  in  any  court  of  record,  from  fhe  persons,  respective- 
ly, on  whose  account  the  same  shall  have  been  -incurred, 
their  respective  heirs,  executors, And  administrators;  •  •  • 
and  further,  that  the  amount  of  moneys  whiph  the  said  mayor, 
etc.,  shall  have  advanced  for  the  above  purposes,  with  law- 
ful interest  on  the  same,  shall  be  deemed  a  lien  on  such  lot 
or  lots,  and  that  such  lot  or  lots  may  be  sold  tfa^efbr,  ac- 
cording to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  for  the  more  efiec^ 
tual  collection  of  taxes  and  assessments  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  or  any  act  amendatory  thereof,  in  the  same  manner 
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as  if  the  said  amount  and  interest  had  been  charged  on  the 
said  lot  or  lots  bj^virtue  of  an  assessment." 

The  provisions  are  very  peculyur^  and  differ  widely  from 
every  act  authorizing  assessments  for  local  improvements. 
The  power  of  doing  the  work  was  only  conferred  upon  the^ 
corporation  in  certain  specified  cases,  i.  e.j  when  an  ordinance 
shall  have  passed  requiring  the  owners  to  do  it,  and  the 
corporation  shall  deem  it  necessary,  for  the  more  speedy  ex- 
ecution of  such  ordinance,  to  do  the  work  themselves,  at 
their  own  expense.  All  other  local  improvements  are  to 
be  performed  by  the  corporation,  at  the  expense  of  the 
owners  benefited,  and  jurisdiction  to  perform  the  work  and 
to  assess  therefor  is  acquired  by  the  passage  of  the  ordinance 
directing  the  work. 

The  provision  for  its  collection  are  distinct  from  all  other 
cases. 

It  may  be  levied  upon  the  personal  property,  or  recovered 
by  action  .of  debt  in  a  court  of  record — and  until  paid  it  is 
a  lien,  and  may  be  collected  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had 
been  charged  upon  the  lot  by  an  assessment. 

This  last  provision  clearly  shows  that  it  is  not  an  assess- 
ment, and  naturally  enough,  since  there  is  nothing  to  assess. 
Each  lot  is  filled  by  itself,  and  pays  for  its  own  filling. 

Now,  what  course  has  the  corporation  adopted,  in  the  as- 
sessment under  consideration  ?    Simply  this : 

Ordinances  were  passed  directing  the  filling  of  the  lots  by 
the  street  commissioner,  and  authorizing  an  assessment  of 
the  expense  upon  the  property  benefited. 

Not  one  word  in  any  of  these  ordinances  requiring  the 
owners  to  do  it,  and  it  will  be  noted  that  until  such  requisi- 
tion is  passed  that  there  is  no  jurisdiction  in  the  corporation 
to  do  the  work  at  all.  It  is  only  made  lawful  for  them  to 
do  the  work  in  cases  where  they  deem  it  necessary  for  the 
more  speedy  execution  of  the  ordinance  requiring  the  own- 
ers to  do  it  themselves. 
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The  only  object  of  filling,  is  to  guard  against  diseases  or 
injury  to  health. 

Now,  if  this  were  an  assessment,  it  would  be  included  in 
the  provision  that  not  more  than  one  half  the  last  assessed 
value  shall  be  assessed  on  the  lot.  {Valentines  Laws, p. 
1244,  §  7.) 

This  limitation  would  prevent  the  corporation  from  taking 
any  steps  to  guard  against  infection,  etc. 

Should  it  be  urged  that  the  work  is  done  under  %  175, 
chap.  86,  of  laws  of  1813,  it  is  answered  that  such  is  not 
the  fact. 

That  section  refers  to  raising  or  reducing  lots,  not  to  fill* 
ing  them,  and  applies  only  to  cases  where  the  grade  is 
changed. 

Sunken  lots  are  in  terms  referred  to,  and  governed  by  sec- 
tions 287,  288,  and  289,  of  the  same  act,  which  in  their  terms 
are  amended  by  the  act  of  1824.  They  are  only  a  continu* 
ation  and  modification  of  the  laws  of  1803,  chap.  70,  "^  1  to 
6,  Davietf  laws,  p  414.    See  preamble. 

v.  The  objection  to  assessment  number  6,  in  the  petition 
and  proofs,  is  well  taken. 

(a.)  The  objection  is,  that  ordinance  requires  the  work 
to  be  done  ^^  where  necessary,"  leaving  it  to  the  discretion 
of  the  street  commissioner,  to  determine  the  amount  of 
work  to  be  done. 

In  Brown's  case  a  similar  objection  was  made  and  sustain- 
ed as  valid. 

Sutherland,  J.,  says : 

*^  I  think  the  common  council  have  no  power  to  pass  an 
ordinance  directing  sidewalks  to  be  re-flagged  when  neces- 
sary. The  ordinance  should  direct  or  specify  what  work  is 
to  be  done,  for  when  it  provides  for  its  being  done,  or  to  the 
contingency  of  its  being  necessary,  it  leaves  a  discretion 
somewhere  to  be  exercised  by  some  person.'' 

VI.  The  objection  to  assessment  numbered  7,  in  the  peti- 
tion and  proofs,  that  the  entire  expense  of  the  work  was 
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upon  the  property  owners,  although  the  (Nrdinance 
required  that  one  half  the  expense  should  be  paid  by  the 
city,  is  well  taken.    {Turfiev^s  cctse^  19  Ahb.  140.) 

(a.)  In  the  case  above  cited,  this  same  objection  was  taken 
to  an  assessment  for  paving  Eighth  avenae,  from  Hudson 
street  to  Forty-second  street,  and  was  sustained  as  valid,  and 
the  assessment  vacated  by  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the 
general  term  of  the  supreme  court. 

Vn.  The  order  of  the  court  below  should  be  reversed, 
and  the  prayer  of  the  petition  granted 

Richard  O'GtoRUAK,  eounsel  to  the  corpcralion. 

I.  The  order  is  not  appealable.  {Dodd^s  case^  N.  T.  Re- 
ports, p.  629.) 

II.  The  objection  that  since  the  act  of  1859,  making  the 
office  of  assessor  a  salaried  office,  was  enacted,  that  a  charge 
for  assesfflng. invalidates  the  assessment  in  which  it  isinclud* 
ed,  has  been  urged  before  the  court  in  numerous  cases,  and 
the  court  has  invariably  refused  to  vacate  an  assessment 
upon  that  ground. 

It  is  now  urged,  in  this  and  in  other  similar  cases  beforp  this 
court,  with  such  pertinacity,  that  a  brief  review  of  the 
former  decisions  may  not  be  improper. 

Immediately  after  the  law  of  1859  (chapter  302)  was  eur 
acted,  providing  that  the  assessors  should  thereafter  receive 
an  annual  salary  of  two  thousand  dollars,  the  existing  board 
.  of  assessors  applied  to  the  late  Hon.  G.  C.  Bronson,  then 
counsel  to  the  corporation,  for  instructions  as  to  the  propri- 
ety of  continuing  to  include  a  charge  for  assessing  in  the 
assessments  made  by  them.  His  reply  is  filed  in  their  office, 
instructing  them  that,  while  the  law  of  1859  fixed  their 
compensation  at  two  thousand  doUars,  it  was  not  improper 
to  include  in  each  assessment  a  charge  for  assessing  sufficient 
to  reimburse  the  city  treasury  for  the  expense  incurred  in 
making  the  assessment. 
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This  opinion  of  the  learoed  judge  seems  to  be  founded 
upon  a  sound  eonstructien  of  the  act  of  1813  (jp.  1191,  FoZ- 
etUine^s  Laws)^  which  confers  upon  the  corporate  authori- 
ties power  to  make  a  just  and  equitable  assessment  of  tho 
expense  of  local  improvements  among  the  owners  of  prop- 
erty intended  to  be  benefited  thereby. 

The  cost  of  apportioning  the  expenses  of  the  improve- 
ment is  part  of  the  cost  of  the  work. 

The  salaries  of  the  assessors  and  all  the  expenses  of  main* 
taining  their  office  are  incurred  by  the  city  for  the  sok  pur- 
pose of  making  assessments  of  the  expenses  of  local  im- 
provements ;  their  services  are  bestowedt  not  for  the  benefit 
of  the  city  at  large,  but  for  the  sole  benefit  of  persons 
whose  property  is  intended  to  be  benefited  by  the  local  im- 
provements for  which  assessments  are  laid. 

The  act  of  1859  was  not  intended,  and  did  not  in  any 
'  way  affect  the  powers  granted  to  the  corporation  by  the  act 
of  1813.  It  was  intended  only  to  fix  the  conipensation  of 
the  assessors  at  two  thousand  dollars,  but  the  power  of  the 
corporation  to  assess  the  expense  of  local  improvements  re- 
mains unaffected. 

This  view  of  the  same  question,  arising  under  a  statute 
precisely  lik  that  under  consideration,  was  maintained  by 
the  general  term  of  the  Second  District,  where  the  court, 
per  Emott,  J.,  says :  That  the  law  providing  a  salary  to  be 
paid  to  the  assessors  intsead  of  fees  '^  does  not  make  it  ille- 
gal for  the  common  council  to  charge  or  exact  compensa- 
tion from  the  individuals  benefited  by  any  local  improvemeiit 
for  the  services  of  their  officers  in  effecting  it.''  (MS.  case 
ofPeopk  eg  rel.  Runt  agt.  Citif  of  Brooklyn. 

Pursuant  to  the  instructions  of  Mr.  Bronson,  the  assessors 
continued  to  include  a  charge  for  assessiifg  in  each  assess- 
ment. 

The  validity  of  this  charge  was  fiiyt  questioned  in  case  of 
Bryon  McCahill,  who  brought  proceedings  under  the  act  of 
1858,  to  vacate  an  assessment  for  paving  Fort- ninth  street, 
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from  Lexington  to  Third  avenue^  alleging  the  invalidity  of 
the  charge  for  assessing.  The  question  was  fully  argued 
before  Hon.  Dakiel  P.  InorahaM;;  and  the  learned  judge 
refused  to  vacate  the  assessment. 

The  case  was  argued  on  September  22,  1863. 

This  decision  was  the  precedent  upon  which  the  board  of 
assessors  based  their  subsequent  action,  continuing  to  make 
the  charge  until  the  decision  in  the  Tappen  ease,  December 
27, 1867. 

The  next  case  in  which  a  charge  for  assessing  was  drawn 
in  question,  was  BeehnatCs  case,  reported  in  special  term 
(19  AbboU  244);  and  at  general  term  (1  AbboUy  N.  S.yp. 
449). 

In  this  case^  it  was  not  contended  that  it  was  illegal  to 
make  any  charge  for  assessing ;  but  it  was  contended  that 
the  proofs  in  the  case  established  that  the  assessors  had 
charged  more  than  the  cost  of  making  the  assessments  {vide  . 
Anderson^s point  /F.,  19  Abbottj  p.  247).  The  decision  of 
Mr.  Justice  Suthbbland  was,  merely  that  the  point  was 
well  taken,  and  the  charge  for  assessing  in  that  case  was  il- 
legal, because  it  was  proven  to  be  in  excess  of  the  amount 
required  to  reimburse  the  city  the  cost  of  assessing.  "- 

The  general  term  affirmed  the  order,  vacating  the  assess- 
ment upon  other  grounds,  viz. :  upon  the  ground  that  only 
two  of  the  assessors  acted  in  making  the  assessment  (vide 
opinion  Leonabd,  J.,  Abbott,  N.  &,  p.  439). 

The  next  case  in  which  this  validity  of  the  charge  was 
drawn  in  question,  was  the  case  of  Tappen^s  petition,  heard 
by  Ingraham,  J.,  at  special  term.  In  his  opinion,  the 
learned  justice  held  that,  since  the  change  of  method  of 
compensating  assessors,  the  charge  for  assessing  was  im- 
proper, but  in  view  of  the  relatively  small  amount  of  the 
charge,  and  the  disastrous  consequences  that  must  ensue 
from  a  decision  which  would,  in  effect,  vacate  every  assess- 
ment laid  by  the  city  since  1859,  for  an  error  effecting  the 
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asseasmeDts  only  to  the  amount  of  two  cents  on  one  handredt 
he  declined  to  vacate. 

HLb  decision  was  filed  in  December^  1867; 'since  that 
time  no  such  charge  has  been  included  in  any  assessment. 

The  next  case  was  that  of  John  W.  Lewis  and  others, 
who  petitioned  to  vacate  an  assessment  for  repaying  West 
street,  alleging,  among  other  things,  the  invalidity  of  the 
charge  for  assessing. 

This  matter  was  heard  before  Babnard,  J.,  at  special  term, 
and  the  assessment  was  sustained,  although  the  point  as 
to  the  invalidity  of  any  charge  for  assessing  was  strenuously 
urged.  Upon  appeal  to  the  general  term,  the  decision  of 
Justice  Barnard  was  affirmed.  Justice  Ingraham,  deliver- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  court  says :  '^  The  allowance  of  two 
per  cent,  for  making  the  assessment  is  no  longer  a  legal 
charge.  I  have  heretofore  expressed  this  opinion,  that,  as 
the  amount  was  very  small,  I  did  not  consider  it  advisable 
to  vacate  an  assessment  in  all  other  respects  valid.  (M<xt^ 
ter  of  Lewis  agt.  the  Mayor j  35  How.j  162.) 

The  next  case  was  of  W.  G.  Wood  and  others,  petition- 
ers»  to  vacate  assessment  for  paving  Third  avenue. 

This  case  was  heard  at  general  term,  and  the  assessment 
set  aside  upon  the  ground  other  than  that  of  the  illegality  of 
the  charge  for  assessing,  viz. :  upon  the  grounds  that  work 
had  been  done  in  paving  gutters  and  removing  gutter  stones, 
which  was  not  included  in  the  contract,  and  that  a  portion 
of  the  work  had  been  rejected  by  the  Croton  department. 

In  the  case  of  Thomas  W.  Ogden,  the  general  term  of  De- 
cember last  refused  to  hear  argument  upon  the  point,  Mr. 
Justice  Ingraham,  then  announcing  that  the  court  had  de- 
termined not  to  vacate  assessments  upon  that  ground,  unless 
the  assessors  should  continue  to  make  the  charge  for  assess- 
ing, after  his  decision  in  the  Tappen  case,  in  December, 
1867. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  while  the  court,  since  the  Tappen 
ease,  heard  by  Ingraiiam,  J.,  have  held  the  charge  to  be 
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illegal^  they  have,  at  specia)  and  general  term,  declined  to 
avoid  assessments,  upon  that  ground,  holding  the  maxim 
^'  de  minimis  non  curat  lex^^  sufficient  to  justify  them  in  sub- 
jecting the  individual  petitioner  to  an  inconsiderable  private 
wrong,  rather  than,  by  their  deciadon,  to  inflict  an  ahnost 
measureless  public  disaster. 

(a.)  The  court,  at  special  term,  in  Tappen  case,  per  Ix- 
GRAHAM,  J.,  and  at  special  term  in  the  Lewis  case,  having 
refused  to  vacate  assessments  upon  the  ground  of  invalidity 
of  charges  for  assessing,  made  at  precisely  the  same  rate 
per  cent,  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  imd  amounting,  in  the  aggre- 
gate, to  a  larger  sum  than  is  charged  herein,  it  is  submitted 
that,  upon. the  principle  *^ stare  deeisiSy^^  the  Court  will  not 
now  disturb  those  decisions. 

III.  The  second  point  ui^ed  by  petitioner  is  based  upon 
an  objection  to  the  act  of  1661,  chap.  303,  upon  the  ground 
that  it  is  a  'Mocal "  act,  embracingm  ore  than  one  subject; 
that  also  a  subject  not  expressed  in  its  title,  and  therefore  in 
contravention  of  section  16,  article  3,  of  the  constitution. 

(a.)  The  act  in  question  is  not  a  ^* local"  act.  "JBw- 
rUTs  Law  DicUonory^  vol.  2  p.  163,  164  defines  ^^  local  ^  as 
follows :  ''  Relating  to  place,  belonging  or  confined  to  a 
particular  place,  distinguished  from  general,  or  personal,  or 
transitory." 

The  statute  in  question  relates  to  contracts  by  the  mayor, 
Aldermen,  &c. ;  it  is  not  in  any  respect  limited  in  its  action 
to  any  particular  place,  does  not  relate  to  the  territory  occu- 
pied by  the  corporation ;  its  subject  is  the  regulation  of  con- 
tracts made  by  the  mayor,  &c.,  (an  artificial  person  within 
the  State),  with  other  persons. 

The  statute  afiects  every  person  who  may  contract  with 
the  mayor,  &c.,  and  is  as  truly  a  general  statute  as  any  con- 
tained within  the  statute-books. 

In  the  Bevised  Statutes^  vol  1  p.  343,  Edmmffs  Edition. 
is  found  an  article :  ^'  Of  county  treasurer,"  in  which  it  is 
provided  ''  that  the  chamberlain  of  the  City  and  County  of 
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New  York  shall  be  the  county  treasurer  thereof.''  Will  the 
petitioner  contend  that  this  statute,  ^<  of  county  treasurer,'' 
is  "local,"  relating  to  the  City  of  Ne.w  York,  and  containing 
matters  not  expressed  in  its  title,  because  the  above  cited 
provision  is  therein  contained  T 

(b,)  But  if  the  act  in  question  be  a  'Hocal"  act,  its  title 
is  sufficient  expression  of  its  contents  within  the  principles 
defined  in  Sharp  agt.  The  MayoTy  18  How..  97,  (Ingraham,  J.) ; 
and  Outwater  agt  The  Mayor^  18  How.,,  572 ;  The  Sun  Mu- 
tiuai  Insurance  Co.  agt.  The  Mayor^  4  Selden^  252. 

The  subject  mentioned  in  the  title  of  the  act  is,  '*  contracts 
with  the  Mayor,  &c.;"  upon  the  contracts  made  in  accord- 
ance with  the  act,  the  assessments,  which  the  board  of  revi* 
don  confirm,  are  based;  and,  in  confirming  these  assess- 
ments, the  board  necessarily  passes  upon  all  questions  in  re- 
lation to  the  legality  and  validity  of  contracts  made  pursu- 
ant to  the  act. 

The  board  is,  therefore,  a  component  part  of  the  ma- 
chinery provided  by  the  statute  to  make  contracts  in  a  cer* 
tain  method,  and  then  by  examination  and  revision  to  en- 
force conformity  to  that  method,  and  guard  the  citizens  Irom 
liability  accruing  otherwise  than  in  the  method  prescribed. 

IV.  The  objection  that  the  assessment-roll  fails  to  show 
the  true  nature  of  the  owner  and  occupant  of  many  of  the 
lots  assessed,  is  not  well  taken. 

The  act  of  1840  (chap.  3-6,  Valentine^s  LatoSj  p.  1243), 
while  it  provides  that  the  assessment-rolls  shall  state  the 
names  of  the  owner  or  owners,  and  occupant  or  occupants 
of  the  lots  assessed,  further  provides  how  the  names  of  such 
owners,  &c.,  shall  be  ascertained,  viz. :  *<  By  inquiring  of 
the  collector  of  taxes  of  the  ward  in  which  the  property  as- 
sessed is  situate.'* 

The  legislature  have  thus  prescribed  the  sources  of  in- 
formation to  which  the  persons  who  make  out  'the  assess- 
ment-rolls shall  apply,  and  they  are  to  take  the  facts  shown 
by  the  tax  books  as  true. 
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The  obvious  intent  of  the  legislature  was  that  the  last  as- 
sessed person  should  be  deemed  the  owner  for  the  purpose 
of  assessment.  {Vide  Laws  af  1841,  cJiap,  2.30,  §  3.  210; 
Valentines  LawSy  p.  1260.) 

If,  therefore,  the  assessment  lists  have  been  made  from 
the  rolls  in  the  hands  of  the  collector  of  taxes,  and  bear  the 
same  names  as  owners  and  occupants,  the  statute  has  been 
fully  complied  with,  and  the  inacuracies  are  no  ground  of 
objection.     (PaUlet  agt.  ToungSy  4  Sand.  Jfep.,|>.  56.) 

In  this  case  the  court  says:  '^The  collector  of  taxes  of 
the  ward  and  the  person  v^ho  collected  the  taxes  of  the 
ward,  are  then  the  sources  from  which  the  assessors  or  sur^ 
veyors  are  to  derive  their  information  as  to  the  ownership 
of  the  property  assessed.  They  are  referred  to  in  their  of- 
ficial capacities,  as  public  officers,  deriving  their  knowledge 
from  the  tax  book  placed  in  their  hands.  The  surveyors, 
or  persons  who  make  out  the  assessment  lists,  being  thus 
directed  to  these  sources  of  information  as  to  the  particular 
fact  of  ownership,  are  to  take  the  fact,  as  shown  by  the  tax 
books,  to  be  true.  They  would  not  be  justified,  perhaps,  in 
acting  on  their  own  private  knowledge,  nor  are  they  required 
to  look  to  otheir  sources  of  information.  The  intent  of  the 
legislature,  we  think,  obviously  was,  that  the  person  last  as- 
sessed as  owner,  or  who  last  paid  taxes  as  owner,  should  be 
deemed,  for  the  purposeses  of  the  assessment,  as  the  true 
owner." 

It  is  admitted  herein  that  the  assessment  lists  bear  the 
same  names  as  owners  that  are  shown  upon  the  tax-rolls  of 
the  year  next  preceding  the  confirmation  thereof. 

The  objection  must  therefore  fall. 

(a.)  Nothing  is  shown  as  to  the  occupancy  of  the  assessed 
property  and  non  constat,  but  that  the  names  given,  other 
than  those  of  owners,  are  the  names  of  occupants. 

V.  The  fourth  objection  urged,  that  no  ordinance  was 
passed  requiring  the  owners  to  fill  sunken  lots  previous  to 
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the  performance  of  the  work  by  the  corporation,  is  predi- 
cated upon  a  mistaken  view  of  the  law. 

(a.)  The  authority  of  the  corporation  to  fill  lots  and  as- 
sess the  expense  is  not  derived  from  chapter  49,  Laws  of 
1824. 

Section  175,  chapter  86,  Laws  of  1813,  confers  upon  the 
corporation  power  to  fill  lots  and  assess  the  owners  thereof, 
without  any  previous  ordinance  requiring  the  owner  to 
do  it 

Section  267,  of  the  same  act,  confers  power  to  make  such 
by-laws  and  ordinances  as  they  shall  from  time  to  time  deem 
necessary  and  proper,  for  the  filling  up  of  any  grounds,  Ac, 
that  may  be  sunken,  &c.,  or  which  they  deem  proper  to  fill 
up,  &c. 

Section  269  empowers  the  corporation  to  esttmate  and 
assess  the  expense. of  such  filling  up  in  the  same  manner 
as  is  directed  with  respect  to  the  paving  or  regulating  of 
the  public  streets  of  said  city. 

Sections  270  and  271  further  provide  that  the  corporation, 
when  they  deem  it  expedient  for  the  more  speedy  execution 
of  the  work,  may  proceed  to  perform  the  work  at  their 
own  expense,  on  account  of  the  persons  that  may  be  assessed 
therefor ;  that  they  may  levy  the  expense  on  the  property 
of  the  proprietors,  or  occupants,  or  recover  the  same  by 
t  action  of  debt,  and  that  the  same  shall  be  a  lien  upon  the 
property,  whir.h  may  be  enforced  as  a  mortgage. 

If  at  any  time  doubt  existed  as  to  whether  the  act  of 
1813  authorized  the  corporate  authorities  to  fill  lots  and  as- 
sess the  expense,  that  doubt  is  removed  by  the  act  of  1824, 
capter  19. 

That  act,  in  its  preamble  and  first  section,  enacts  that  the 
two  hundred  and  seventieth,  and  two  hundred  and  seventy- 
first  sections  of  the  act  of  1813,  shall  apply  to  all  and  every 
of  the  laws,  ordinances,  orders,  and  directions  which  the 
corporation  are  authorized  to  make,  and  provides  that  as- 
sessments for  such  expenses  may  be  made  as  provided  in  the 
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one  hundred  and  seventy-fifth  section  of  the  act  of  1813^ 
and  every  remedy  and  proceeding  had  for  the  collection  of 
such  assessments,  which  is  provided  by  the  act  of  April  12, 
1816t  entitled  <'  An  act  far  the  more  effectual  ccUection  of  taxes 
afid  assessnientsJ^ 

(b.)  The  ordinances  which  enact  that  certain  sunken  lots 
shall  be  filled  are,  ex  vi  termini^  the  most  imperative  requisi* 
aition  that  the  owners  thereof  shall  fill  them ;  and  the  pro* 
vision  in  section  two,  chapter  49,  Laws  of  1824,  that  the 
corporation,  when  they  deem  it  expedient,  may  proceed  to 
fill  such  lots  forthwith,  upon  the  enactment  of  such  an  ordi- 
nance, destroys  the  utility,  and  obviates  the  necessity  of 
any  requirement  by  the  corporation  that  the  owners,  Acm 
shall  fill  the  same,  more  formal  than  the  enactment  of  the 
ordinance  directing  the  work  to  be  done. 

VI.  The  objection  to  the  form  of  the  ordinance  initiating 
the  proceedings  for  resetting  curb  and  gutter  in  Fortieth 
street,  between  Ninth  and  Tenth  avenues  (assessment  No.  6 
in  the  petition),  that  it  is  invalid,  because  it  commands  the 
work  to  be  done  ^^  where  necessary ^^  has  been  h^d  to  be  well 
taken,  when  urged  against  work  of  a  difierent  chan&cter 
and  kind  from  that  for  which  the  assessment  was  laid,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  common  council  can  not  delegate 
a  discretion  to  the  the  executive  officer  to  decide  how  much 
work  shall  be  done,  and  consequently  ho^large  the  assess-  ^ 
ment  shall  be.     ^ 

It  is  respectfnlly  submitted  that  in  the  particular  injprove- 
ment  under  consideration,  viz. :  the  resetting  of  curb  and 
gutter — Ist,  no  other  form  of  ordinance  was  possible  to  be 
adopted ;  2d,  no  discretion  affecting  the  amount  to  be  as- 
sessed for  the  work  done  upon  the  individual  pieces  of  prop- 
erty benefited,  was  thereby  confided  to  the  executive 
officer. — 

—  The  work,  to  be  done  was  the  resetting  of  curb  anil 
gutter  in  the  particular  spots  where  it  had  become  dis 
placed,  upon   Fortieth  street,    between  Ninth  and   Tenth 


NEW  TOHK  FRACnCK  KEFOBTS.  413 

Matter  vf  Fraderiek  D.  Tappen. 

— 

ayeDues.  Each  particular  lot,  in  front  of  which  the  work 
is  done^  is  liable  to  assessment  for  the  number  of  feet  reset^ 
and  for  no  more* 

It  would  be  obviously  improper  to  direct  the  resetting  of 
all  the  curb  and  gutter  between  the  points  named;  for  some 
of  it  might  not  need  resetting,  as  is  presumable  from  the 
language  of  the  ordinance. 

The  ordinance  confers  no  discretion,  but  it  is  to  be  read 
as  directing  the  resetting  of  curb  ^'  wherever  the  same  is  dis- 
placed/' t.  €.,  "  where  necessary." 

VII.  To  the  sixth  objection  urged  against  the  assessment 
No.  7,  we  reply  in. the  language  of  Leonard,  J. — 

<«  When  the  law  authorizes  the  expenses  of  such  an  im- 
provement to  be  assessed  in  a  particular  manner,  it  is  an  un- 
due assumption  ol  power  to  incur  the  expense,  and  attempt 
its  collection  from  the  tax-payers  at  large  ;  and  I  must  doubt 
the  obligation  or  validity  of  any  ordinance  or  contract  which 
has  for  its  object  the  release  of  that  source  of  payment 
which  alone  is  authorized  by  the  law  that  permits  the  im- 
provement.''    {Rhinelander  agt.  The  MayoTj  S4  How.  304.) 

VIII.  If  the  appeal  be  not  dismissed,  the  orier  of  the 
special  term  should  be  affirmed. 

By  (he  court — ^Babnald,  J. :  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the 
charge  for  making  assessments  is  illegal. 

The  common  council  are  authorized  to  assess  the  costs  of 
a  local|improvement  upon  the  property  benefited  thereby. 
The  fees  of  the  officers  who  do  this  duty  are  a  part  of  the 
costs  of  the  work. 

These  officers  are  now  paid  by  a  salary  from  the  city 
treasury.  It  is  just  that  the  expenses  of  an  office  created 
for,  and  having  no  other  duty  to  perform  than  to  assess  the 
costs  of  these  improvementis  upon  the  lands  which  ought  to^ 
pay  therefor,  should  be  paid  as  the  other  expenses  are  paid. 

It  appears  that  the  salaries  of  these  officers  are  over  seven 
thousand  dollars  per  year ;  but  it  does  not  appear  what  fur- 
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ther  expense  is  incurred  by  the  city  in  relation  to  the 
office. 

It  does  not  therefore  appear  that  any  greater  sum  has 
been  charged  than  the  actual  expense  to  the  city  in  making 
the  assessments.  It  has  been  repeatedly  held  by  this  court 
that  an  assessment  will  not  be  set  aside  because  the  charge 
for  assessing  is  contained  in  it. 

No  confirmation  was  needed  by  the  commom  council. 

By  Chapter  308  of  the  laws  of  1866,  a  board  of  revision 
was  created;  whose  duty  it  was  made  to  confirm  such  as» 
sessments. 

This  law  is  not  void  as  infringing  the  constitution  of  the 
state. 

The  subject  of  the  act  is  expressed  sufficiently  in  its 
title.  It  is  '*  An  act  relative  to  contract."  The  assessment 
is  based  upon  a  contract;  ^d  this  board  of  revision  was  cre- 
ated to  do  what  the  common  council  had  done  before  the 
passage  of  the  act.  Their  action  was  necessary  to  give  val- 
idity to  the  contract;  made  for  a  street  improvement. 

The  various  means  by  which  the  legislature  reach  a  re- 
sult are  not  necessary  to  be  set  out  in  the  title  of  an  *act ; 
only  the  subject  on  which  legislation  is  proposed. 

No  valid  objection  can  be  maintained  by  reason  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  names  of  the  owner  and  occupants  are 
stated  in  the  assessment. 

The  law  provides  (chap.  826  laws,  of  1840),  the  person 
to  whom  the  surveyor  and  assessors  having  charge  of  an  as- 
sessment shall  go  for  their  information. 

It  was  to  "  the  collector  of  taxes  of  the  previous  year," 
of  the  ward  in  which  the  lands  were  situated.  The  names 
of  the  owners  and  occupants  are  the  same  in  this  assess- 
ment as  upon  previous  year's  tax  Ust.  This  is  all  the  law- 
requires  {PaWet  agt.  Young^  4  Sand.  i2ep.  66). 

The  common  council  had  the  power  by  ordinance  to  direct 
tiie  filling  the  sunken  lotS;  and  in  case  it  deemed  necessary, 
to  do  the  same  at  the  expense  of  the  ownerS;  forthwith;  upon 
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the  passage  of  the  same  (2  Bev.  Stat.  1813^  jp.  446  ^  270, 
271 ;  Laws  1824,  p.  39,  ^  2). 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  common  council^  to  assess  the  cost 
of  the  improvment  upon  the  property  benefited^  and  not 
cast  this  burden  npon  the  tax  payers  at  large. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  at  special  term  should  be 
affirmed^  with  costs. 
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jiSNJAMiN  F.  TowNy  and  otMre  Owners  of  the  Soliooner 
Mary  C.  Town,  appellants,  agt.  Thb  Steamship  Wes- 
tern Metropolis,  Banner  Ss  Brown  claimants,  and  ap- 
pellees. 

In  a  ooUiiion  between  a  sebooner  and  a  itearaer  meeting,  it  ii  the  dvtj  of  tbe 
eteomer  to  take  care  and  ayoid  the  canyas  in  paaaiDg  ber,  anaming  that  the  lar- 
ter  kept  ber  conne.  The  onut  hijB  on  the  steamer  lo  show  that  the  canvas  ^d 
not  keep  ber  eoorse  or  was  guilty  of  some  other  fanh  that  eontribnted  to  the  eol- 
liaion. 

Where  it  appeared  that  the  schooner  altered  her  coarse  within  three  or  fonr  hnn- 
dred  yards  of  the  steamer ;  their  direction,  previons  to  that  being  nearly  head  on 
to  each  other;  tbeir  conjoint  speed  being  abont  thirteen  ^iles  an  hoar;  the  steamer, 
jost  previons  to  the  alteration  of  the  schooner's  coarse,  having  blown  a  long  blast 
of  her  steam  whistle  to  the  canvas;  the  steamer  being  abont  ^600  tons  harden, 
and  the  canvas  150  tons ; 

It  was  kM  that  snob  alteration  in  the  schooner's  coarse  was  not  a  fanlt  which 
shoold  condemn  her,  bat  was  a  movement  nuide  nnder  impending  danger  and  ta 
extremity  for  which  tbe  steamer  alone  most  be  held  responsible. 

A  master  of  a  steamer  is  uninformed  of  his  duties  who  says,  "  If  two  vessels, 
one  a  steamer  and  the  other  a  saUing  vessel,  are  approaching  head  and  head,  it  is 
the  doty  of  each  to  port,  and  go  to  the  right,  and  that  there  is  no  distinction  be 
tween  a  steamer  and  a  suling  vessel,  and  two  steamers  as  to  the  duiy." 

It  is  not  surprising  when  taking  into  account  the  disparity  in  sixe  and  momentnm 
of  the  two  vessels,  the  steamer  2,600  tons  the  schooner  150  tons,  that  the  approach 
to  each  other  within  900  or  400  yards  distant,  which  at  the  combined  speed 
of  the  two  vessels  they  would  meet  in  less  than  two  minutes,  or  even  in  less  if  the 
distances  apart  be  calculated  according  to  the  statement  of  the  wheelsman  of  the 
steamer,  that'  some  alarm  should  exist  on  board  of  the  schooner,  and  even  if 
the  change  of  course  was  in  a  direction  .that  contributed  to  the  disaster,  which  is 
doubtful,  tiie  fault  must  be  attributed  to  the  steamer. 

The  river  at  the  place  of  the  collision  being  fonr  to  five  miles  wide,  there  was  no 
excuse  for  the  steamer  in  her  near  approach  to  the  schooner  in  passing  her. 

Southern  District  of  New  York  in  Admiralty. 
Sefore  Hon.  Samuel  Nelson,  Associate  Justice  of  the  5a- 
preme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

This  case  came  up  on  appeal  from  a  decision  rendered  by 
Hon.  Wm.   D.  Shipman,  sitting  as  district  judge,  in  tbe 
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district  court  for  the  southern  district  of  New  York^  dis- 
misslDg  the  libel.  The  libel  in  the  district  court  was  one 
for  a  collision  filed  by  the  owners  of  the  schooner  Mary  C. 
Town,  against  the  steamship  The  Western  Metropolis. 

The  collision  took  place  on  the  the  Potomac  River,  in 
February,  1864,  and  resulted  in  the  sinking  of  the  schoon- 
er. In  the  libel  the  following  faults  were  charged  against 
the  steamer,  viz: 

1.  That  the  steamer  did  not  keep  on  her  original  course 
but  kept  closing  in  on  the  track  of  the  schooner,  so  that  she 
was  aiming  in  a  direction  to  cross  the  schooner's  bow. 

2.  When  five  hundred  yards  ofi)  and  so  closing  on  the 
schooner's  course,  the  steamer  suddenly  blew  one  whistle,  a 
signal  usually  given  to  sailing  vessels  to  go  to  the  right,  and 
instead  of  following  her  signal,  the  steamer  starboarded  her 
helm  and  came  right  down  on  the  schooner. 

3.  If  the  steamer  had  slowed,  stopped  and  backed  in 
time,  and  ported  her  helm  instead  of  starboarding,  or  had,  at 
time  ot  blowing  her  whistle,  ported  her  helm  instead  of 
starboarding,  or  if  steamer  had  slowed,  stopped,  and  backed 
m  time,  or  even  slowed  or  stopped  her  headway  a  reason- 
able time  before  the  collision,  the  same  would  have  been 
avoided. 

4.  If  the  steamer  had  refrained  from  blowing  her  steam 
whistle  as  a  signal  to  schooner,  to  go  to  the  right,  and  had 
ported  instead  of  starboarding  her  helm,  collision  would 
have  been  avoided.  It  further  charged  that  besides  the 
aforesaid  faults,  the  collision  was  the  result  of  the  inexpe- 
rience and  mismanagement  of  the  captain  of  the  steamer 
who  persisted  in  starboarding  the  helm  of  the  steamer  after 
his  mate,  who  was  on  the  lookout,  had  warned  him  it  was 
proper  to  put  his  helm  a  port. 

The  libel  further  averred :  that  the  libelant's  vessel  did 

not  alter  her  course  at  all  until  after  the  steamer  had  blown  her 

steam  whistle,  and  then  only  to  avoid  the  collision,  she  put 

her  helm  up  in  the  wind,  the  result  of  which  was  she  oeme 
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near  eaoapUig  the  blow  of  the  steamer;  but  if  the  Bcboeim 
had  not  doae  se^.  abe  would  have  hit  steamer^,  and.  probaUj 
sunk.  her. 

The  answer  of  the  claimants  took  issue  on  the  charges  of 
Mgligenee,  and  alleged  that  they  blew  a  whistle  as  a. warn- 
ing to  the  schooaeri  to  call  her  attention  to  the  steamer 
then  approaching  her»  but,  notwithstanding  that  wamini^. 
the  schooner  as  she  approached  the  steaiperi  crossed  tfa» 
tmck  of  tihe  steamer^,  and  although  then  everything  was 
done  by  the  steamer^,  tha  ooUision  could  not  be  avoided. 
The  answer  did  noti  state  on  what  course  the  schooner  waa- 
on^  whether  to  starboard  or  larboard  of  steamer^  befom  whis- 
tle was  blown^  but  they  allege  the  steamer  was  on  tbe« 
sputheiiy  side  of  the  channel^  and  had  slowed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  anchoring^ 

Before  answering,  the  claimants  excepted  to  the  suffi* 
di^noy  of  tbe  libels  Those  exceptions  were  argued  and 
overruled  by  his  Hon.  Judge  Betts^  and  are  reported  in. 88*. 
Hatv.  N.  T,  S.  C:  P.  Hep.  p.  383. 

The  following  facts  were  fully  proven  or  undisputed: 

Thfit.  the  wind  was  propelling  the  schooner  seven  or  eightt 
Knots  on  that  night  and  was  blowing  from  the  northward. 

That  the  tide  was  ebb,  and  flowing  at  the  rate  of  twoc 
as4  a  half  knots  an  hour. 

That  the  schooner  was  coming  down  the  river  on  acourBe< 
9..B*  by  E.y  one-hsif  .^ist    The  steamer  going  up  the  river 
on. a. course  N«  W.,  as  the  captain  said,  or  N.  W.  by  W.,  as^ 
one  of  -their  seamen  said,  or  from  E.  S.  E.  as  the  captain  of. 
of  the  shooner  said.    This-  latter,  course  would  point  to  Vf\ 

Th^t  the  schower  was.  struck,  on  the  port  side,  abaft  of 
her  main  chains  and  sunk  in  a  very  short  time. 

That  the  nig^t  was^ufficiently.  clear  to.  see  objects  at  the 
dis^oe  off.  of  two  nsulesii 

Atu.the  pUce^of^the  coUision^.the  river  was.  fourtofim 
DviliMf  wide^or  tbereabottts. 
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No  other  vessel  was  in  the  way. 

The  steamer  was  over  2^500  ton^  burden^  the  schooner 
only  142  tdfls. 

The  steamer  was  a  transport  in  government  service.  The 
schooner  was  going  down  light. 

The  schooner's  people  saw  the  sleanier  four  miles  off;  the 
steamer's  pilot  saw  the  s6hooncr  two  miles  off. 

A  whistle  was  blown  by  the  steamer  as  a  signal  to  the 
ifchooner,  when  the  lattier  was  a  very  short  distance  from 
the  steamer — not  over  600  yards. 

The  schooner  at  some  short  period  after  the  whistle  was' 
blown  ported  her  helm. 

The  steamer  after  blowing  her  whistle^  or  simultaneously 
therewith^  starboarded  her  helm,  and  then  ported  it.  The 
steamer's  pilot  thought  she  had  not  steerage  way,  and  this 
porting  did  not  take  effect. 

Aifter  the  schooner  had  ported  her  helm,  the  steamer  sud- 
denly rung  her  bell  to  stop  and  back  her  engine ;  her  engia- 
eer  said  he  had  got  her  back  three  revolutions,  and  was  on 
the  fourth,  when  the  collision  took  place. 

Between  the  time  the  pilot  of  the  steamer  saw  the  schoon- 
er and  the  time  the  whistle  was  blown,  the  steamer  kept 
oti  a  course  for  the  schooner,  not  diminishing  her  speed, 
which  the  libelant's  witnesses  say  was  ten  to  twelve  miles 
ah  hour.  Those  on  the  steamer  say  it  was  five  knots  per 
hour. 

The  schooner  had  at  and  before  the  collision,  a  good  look- 
out. 

The  cause  was  argued  in  the  district  eourt  and  also  on 
this  appeal  by 

IDis^ms  McMahon,  advocate  for  the  Vbelants  (oumers 

ofsdhooner),  and  by 
OHARLfisDoNbHUE,  odvoeote  fit  the  elainumts  (aumers 
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The  district  judge  {SuiPMASy  D.  J.)^  delivered  an  opinion, 
dismissing  the  libel  with  costs.  On  appeal  this  decision  was 
reversed  by  Judge  Nelsox,  who  delivered  the  following 
opinion: 

By  the  circuit  court — ^NEiiSON;  Circuit  Judge :  The  col- 
lision in  this  case  occured  between  the  steamer  Western  Me- 
tropolis and  the  schooner  Mary  C.  Town,  about  eight 
o'clock  dn  the  evening  of  the  10th  of  February,  1864,  on 
the  Potomac,  a  fe\^  miles  above  Blackstone  Island  and  Ught* 
bouse.  The  steamer  was  coming  up  the  river,  and  schooner 
going  down— rthe  wind  northerly,  so  that  she  had  it  nearly-  free 
-^moving  at  the  rate  of  about  eight  knots  an  hour ;  the 
steamer  at  half  speed,  intending  soon  to  anchor — about  five 
knots.  The  night  was  not  dark,  the  steamer  having  been  seen 
some  four  or  five  miles  ahead,  by  the  hands  on  the  schooner, 
and  the  schooner,  some  one  and  a  half  or  two  miles  (though 
there  is  some  diversity  of  opinion  among  the  hands  on 
board),  by  the  steamer.  Each  vessel,  however,  saw  the 
otiicr  in  time  to  adopt  and  follow  out  proper  measures  to 
avert  the  disaster.  As  it  was  the  duty  of  the  steamer  to 
ta\^e  care  of  the  schooner,  and  avoid  her  in  passing,  assum- 
ing that  she  kept  her  course,  the  onus  rests  upon  the  steam- 
er to  show  that  she  did  not  keep  it,  or  some  other  fault  that 
contributed  to  the  collision.  This  she  has  undertaken,  and 
insists  that  the  schooner  changed  her  course  as  the  two  ves- 
sels approached  each  other,  and  thereby  defeated  the  move- 
ment of  the  steamer,  to  pass  her  in  safety  by  starboarding 
Iier  helm,  and  passing  under  her  (the  schooner's)  stern,  the 
latter  porting  about  the  same  time  and  giving  way  in  the 
same  direction. 

•  The  whole  defense  turns  upon  this  position.  The  court 
below  found  the  schooner  in  fault,  and  dismissed  the  libel 
on  this  ground.  '  Aftfer  the  best  examination  we  have  been 
able  to  give  the  case,  we  regret  to  say  we  cannot  concur  in 
this  opinion.     We  are  forced  to  the  conclusion  that  this 
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inoyement  of  the  schooner  was  made  under  impendiog  dan- 
ger, and  in  extremisj  and  for  which  the  steamer  must  be 
held  responsible.  The  clear  weight  of  the  proof  is,  that  the 
steamer  was  within  three  hundred  to  four  hundred  yards  of 
the  schooner,  when  the  latter  ported  her  helm,  and  nearly  dead 
ahead.  The  combined  speed  of  the  two  vessels  was  about 
twelve  or  fourteen  miles  an  hour.  They  must  have  come  to- 
gether in  one  and  a  quarter  minutes,  and  less  than  two,  af- 
ter the  change  of  course  of  the  schooner.  There  were  five 
hands  on  the  schooner,  including  the  master,  who  were  all 
on  deck  and  witnessed  the  collision,  and  who  maintain  this 
account  of  it.  In  addition  to  this,  there  are  five  of  the 
hands  on  board  of  the  steamer,  including  the  pilot,  who 
have  been  examined  for  the  libelants,  and  confirm  it ;  so  do 
the  master,  second  mate,  and  wheelsman  of  the  steamer, 
examined  by  the  claimants.  The  master,  Hilton,  says  the 
schooner  was  a  mile,  more  or  less  off,  when  he  discovered 
her,  would  not  name  the  distance ;  that  it  was  a  very  short 
time  afterwards  (would  not  say  how  short),  the  collision  oc* 
cnrred ;  and  further  that  it  occured  a  very  short  time  after 
the  schooner  changed  her  course — ^would  not  say  how  short 
— although  pressed  by  the  counsel  for  the  libelants.  This 
master  seems  to  have  been  quite  uninformed  as  to  bis  duties. 
He  says,  if  two  vessels,  one  a  steamer,  the  other  a  sailing 
vessel,  are  approaching  head  and  head,  it  is  the  duty  of  each 
to  port  and  go  to  the  right,  and  that  there  is  no  distinction 
between  a  steamer  and  sailing  vessel,  and  two  steamers  as  to 
the  duty.  The  second  mate,  Cowen,  says,  he  went  up  on 
the  forecastle,  on  hearing  the  schooner  reported,  that  he  then 
first  saw  her,  that  it  was  about  five  minutes  after  he  saw  her 
the  collision  occurred ;  that  the  schooner  was  about  a  quar- 
ter of  a  mile  off  when  he  first  saw  her,  that  she  was  very 
•dose  when  she  crossed  the  steamer's  bows,  and  he  adds, 
*^  near  as  I  can  judge,  she  (the  schooner)  was  not  more  than 
the  length  of  our  ship,  two  hundred  and  fifty  or  three  hun- 
dred feet  off*,  when  she  altered  her  course."    Again,  he  re- 
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peatB  in  answer  tg  iixe  questipn:  About  how  fsur  WAV 
the  flcboooer  from  you  wbea  9he  coxnmeoced  to  puthjEMr 
hdm  to  port}  I  judge^  aomewhero  between  two  bii^id^ 
and  fifty  or  three  hundred  feet.  The  quartjor-masteri 
Kain;  who  was  at  the  wheel^  says,  the  schoooer  was  a  very 
abort  distance  off  when  be  first  saw  her ;  that  tb^  paster 
Uew  the  whistle  a  very  short  time  after  this.  And  to  tbf 
question :  How  long  was  it  after  blowing  the  whi^Ue  tba^ 
the  schooner  kept  away  I  be  answered  right  9way :  ^o7 
aoont  quick  as  thought.!  ^^She  had  not  kept  away  before 
that»  had  she  t  ^  ^^No,  sir.''  The  same  witness  states :  ^^  { 
pot  the  wheel  hard  a  starboard  by  his  .{captaji^s)  orders*^ 
f^  Before,  or  after  the  whistle  blew  t^'  ^^  Immediacy  aft^ 
whistle  blew." 

Now  this  testimony  strongly  corroborsites  the  aiscount  of 
the  collision^  given  by  the  hands  on  the  schooner.  To  thej9 
the  steamer  appeared  approaching  nearly  aheadi  and  as  sh^ 
approached  them  without  any  indication  of  a  change  of 
course  it  is  not  surprising  that  some  alarm  should  ^xist  oi^ 
board  the  schooner.  The  master  of  the  latter  says,  in  thif 
state  of  anxiety,  and  when  a  colUsiou  seemed  almost  inevitar 
ble,  he  heard  the  whistle  of  the  steamer  blow  one  long  blasty 
which  he  took  to  mean,  or  indicate  that  the  schooner  shoul4 
go  to  the  right,  and  be  imnxediately  ported  her  helm  ^n4 
bore  away.  Now  at  this  point  of  time,  th^  hand^  on  tb^ 
schooner  say,  the  steamer  was  only  some  three  hupdred  Qjf 
four  hundred  yards  off.  The  master  of  the  steamer  says,  tbajt 
the  collision  was  a  very  short  time  after  the  change  of  tb^ 
coui-se  of  the  schooner.  The  second  mate  of  the  steamef 
says  that  the  schooner  was  only  two  hundred  and  fifty  o^ 
three  hundred  feet  off  when  the  change  took  place,  and  thp 
quarter-master,  the  wheelsman,  that  the  schooner  did  not 
change  her  course  till  after  the  captain  blew  the  whistli^. 
This  witness  also  says  that  the  schooner  was  but  a  very 
short  distance  off  when  he  first  saw  her,  that  the  whirtiys 
was  blown  a  very  ^ort  time  after  this,  that  it  was  still  latqf 
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^hen  the  Bchooner  first  changed  her  course^  that  he  did  not 
•starboard  her  helm,  and  of  coarse  made  no  ehange  in  the 
course  of  the  steamer,  till  after  the  xvhistle  was  blown. 
The  pilot  of  ^e  steamer  agrees  with  the  hands  on  the 
•diooner,  that  the  latter  was  not  over  throe  hundred  yards 
eS  when  she  changed  her  course,  and  according  to  this  ao- 
eoont  of  the  transaction,  the  schooner,  when  her  light  was 
first  discovered,  was  supposed  by  him  and  the  captain  to  be 
a  vessel  at  anchor,  and  that  they  steered  directly  towards 
her,  till  they  discoveied  that  she  was  underway,  when  they 
starboarded  the  helm. 

Upon  the  whole  we  feel  a  very  strong  conviction  upon 
the  evidence  that  the  steamer  had  approached  so  near  the 
schooner  before  her  change  of  course,  that  there  was  not  only 
a  well  grounded  fear  for  a  collision,  but  there  was  actual  dan- 
ger of  it.  This  must  be  so  whether  we  regard  the  weight  of 
it  as  establishing  the  distance  at  three  hundred  or  four  hundred 
yards,  at  the  'time  of  the  change,  or  a  very  short  time  after 
the  schooner  changed  her  course  (according  to  the  master 
of  the  steamer  and  some  of  the  hands),  or  some  two  hun- 
dred and  fifty  or  three  hundred  feet  off  as  stated  by  the 
quarter-master  and  wheelsman.  It  is  not  surprising  (when 
we  take  into  account  the  disparity  in  the  size  and  momentum 
of  these  vessels-— the  steamer  of  2,5.00  tons  and  the  schooner 
150 — that  the  approach  to  each  other,  within  three  hundred 
or  four  hundred  yards  distance,  which  at  the  combined  speed 
of  the  vessels,  they  would  meet  in  less  than  two  minutes, 
or  according  to  the  distance  as  fixed  by  the  wheelsman  of 
the  steamer,  within  about  as  many  seconds,  that  some  alarm 
should  exist  on  board  the  schooner,  and  even  if  the  change 
of  course  was  in  a  direction  that  contributed  to  the  disaster, 
which  is  doubtful,  the  fault  must  be  attributed  to  the 
steamer. 

The  river  at  the  place  of  collision  is  from  four  to  five 
miles  wide ;  there  was  therefore  no  excuse  for  the  steamer 
in  her  near  approach  to  the  schooner  in  passing  her.    There 
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was  abundance  of  room  clear  of  all  obstructions,  to  haye 
passed,  giving  to  her  a  wide  berth.  The  truth  seems  to  be 
that  the  schooner  was  not  discovered  by  the  steamer  till 
very  near  her.  The  master  would  not  say  a  mile  off,  though 
strongly  pressed;  some  of  the  hands  say  half  a  mile ;  al* 
though  the  evening  was  not  dark,  and  a  vessels  lights  could 
have  been  seen  two  or  three  miles  without  difficulty.  Some 
ill  feeling  seem  to  have  existed  between  the  master  and  the 
pilot ;  both  according  to  the  proofs,  were  engaged  in  giving 
orders  at  the  time  of  the  disaster,  and  the  master  strongly 
intimates  that  the  pilot  was  incompetent.  -Still  the  wheels- 
man says  he  took  orders  from  the  pilot,  and  the  lookout, 
that  he  communicated  >^ith  the  same,  and  even  the  master, 
Hilton,  says  he  obeyed  his  orders.  The  decree  below  re- 
versed, and  reference  to  acertain  damages* 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Erastus  CoRNiNa  and  Cornelius  M.  Horton  agt.  John 
Lewis  and  Mary  J.  Lpwis,  his  wife. 

The  wife*ri  sepanUe  estate  cannot  be  chaiiged  with  a  debt  frandnlentlj  contracted, 
withont  her  privity,  sanction,  or  adoption,  whether  snch  fraud  be  committed 

.  by  her  hosbandor  aoyof  her  relatives;  althongb  the  materials  for  which  the 
debt  was  created  went  directly  for  the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate  with  her  full 
knowledge. 

JErie  General  Term^  January^  1869. 

B^ore  Daniels,  P.  J.,  Marvin  and  Lamont,  Justices. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  on  report  of  a  referee, 
in  action  to  charge  the  wife's  separate  estate  with  a  debt 
fraudulently  contracted  by  her  husband.  The  referee's 
opinion  gives  the  facts  and  circumstances  in  the  case,  and  is 
as  follows  : 

This  is  an  equity  action,  in  which  the  plaintiffs  seek  to 
charge  the  real  estate  of  the  defendant,  Mary  J.  Lewis, 
with  the  purchase  price  of  certain  articles  which  were  used 
in  making  repairs  upon  a  dwelling-house  upon  her  real 
property— on  the  ground  that  as  Mrs.  Lewis'  estate  has 
reaped  the  benefit  of  these  articles,  and  its  value  been  en- 
hanced by  their  cost,  she  should  respond  in  her  estate  for 
their  price,  although  she  did  not,  in  person,  contract  for 
them — and  also  upon  the  ground  that  the  articles  were  fur- 
nished upon  the  credit  of  the  estate,  having  been  sold  to  the 
defendant,  John  Lewis  upon  his  representation  that  he  was 
the  owner  of  the  real  estate,  and  having  been  thus  fraudlent- 
ly  procured  from  the  plaintiffs,  were  applied  in  the  repair  of 
the  house  of  the  female  defendant,  with  her  knowledge  and 
consent,  as  well  as  that  of  her  husband,  the  defendant,  John. 

The  equities  are  certainly  all  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffii,  as 
a  brief  review  of  the  facts  will  show. 


426  ^'^■^  ^^^^^^^  7BA0XRSE  BEPOQBIGL 

Gonuiig  agt  Lewk. 

In  the  latter  part  of  May^  1866^  the  defendant,  John 
Lewis,  beiDg  engaged  in  repairing  the  house  in  which  he 
and  his  wife,  Mary,  J.,  resided  upon  the  real  estate  of  Mary 
J.y  called  upon  the  plaintiffs^  and  desired  credit  for  certain 
articles  of  hardware^  which  he  would  require  in  doing  the 
work  which  he  had  undertaken.  The  plaintiffs'  clerk  told 
him  they  were  willing  to  give  credit  to  a  party  whom  they 
knew  to  be  all  right.  John  then  said  he  owned  a  house  ii| 
Bowmansville,  and  wanted  the  materials  for  repairing  his 
roof,  and  the  plaintiffs  relying  upon  the  truth  of  these  as* 
sertions,  allowed  him  to  take  the  goods  without  payment. 
These  statements  of  the  defendant  John^  were  untrue,  as 
the  defendant  Mary  J.,  was  ihe  owner  of  the  premieei  to 
which  he  referred.  There  is  a  eonflict  between  the  plain* 
tifis  and  John  Lewis,  in  reference  to  the  false  repreaesta- 
tions  which  are  [wholly  denied  by  John  in  his  testimony-— 
but  as  one  of  the  plaintifls^  and  the  head  clerk,  swear  to  tiM 
statements,  and  as  the  defendant  John  was  a  total  stranger 
to  the  firm  till  that  time,  and  as  it  is  hardly  probable  ttiat 
they  would  as  business  men  have  trusted  a  vtranger  witiiout 
some  statement  from  him  of  his  responsibility,  I  am  induoed  to 
believe  that  the  defendant^  John,  made  the  false  representa- 
tions charged,  and  that  he  did  so  with  the  fraudulent  pur* 
pose  of  obtaining  the  articles  desired,  without  payment. 

The  defendant,  Mary  J.,  was  not  present  at  the  interview 
when  the  purchase  wi»  made,  and  there  is  no  evidence  eon* 
necting  her  with  the  transaction,  further  than  her  knowl- 
edge that  the  materials  purchased  were  being  used  is  erpair- 
ing  the  house. 

The  materials  purchased  of  the  plaintiflb  have  not  been 
paid  for  and  they  have  all  gone  towards  enhancing  the 
value  of  the  estate  of  the  female  defendant. 

The  defendant  John  being  entirely  insolvent,  the  plainti  A 
are  left  without  remedy,  unless  this  court  shall,  through  its 
equity  powers,  declare  that  the  debt  shall  be  made  a  charge 
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upon  the  property  of  the  wife  which  has  been  benefited 
and  increased  by  the  plaintifis  means. 

I  should  have  no  doubt  in  regar4  to  the  proper  disposition 
to  be  inade  of  the  case^  if  there  were  direct  proofs  of  the 
wife's  complicity  in  obtaining  the  goods,  or  of  her  knowl- 
edge before  or  while  the  materials  were  being  used,  that  her 
husband  had  obtained  them  through  false  representation^  as 
to  the  ownership  of  the  estate. 

The  case  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  is  Mattke 
agt.  IMiey  24  How.,  264. 

In  that  case  the  plaintiff  farnished  a  quantity  of  lumber 
upon  the  faith  of  certain  representations,  made  by  the  malp 
defendant,  that  he  was  owner  of  certain  premises  which 
were  owned  in  fact  by  the  wife,  the  female  defendant.  The 
lumber  went  into  the  construction  of  the  house  belonging  tp 
the  wife,  and  with  her  knowledge  and  consent. 

The  court  say  in  deciding  the  case,  that  the  oomplainit 
sets  forth  these  facts,  ^^  and  if  sustained  by  the  evidence^ 
make  a  case,  I  think,  where  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover;" but  it  seems  upon  a  perusal  of  the  opinion,  that  tti^ 
court  below  found  in  addition  to  other  facts,  that  the  wife 
supposed  that  the  plaintiff  sold  the  lumber  in  the  belief  th^ 
the  husband  owned  the  house,  and  that  she  subsequie^tly 
promised  to  make  some  provision  for  the  plaintiff's  beoefi^j^ 
In  the  case  under  consideration,  there  is  no  direct  evidence 
that  the  wife  knew  of  the  fraud  which  her  husbjind  h^ 
committed — ^nor  do  I  suppose  that  this  knowledge  on  her 
part  is  essential  to  sustain  this  action. 

Our  legislature  has  seen  fit  to  go  very  far.  ia  severing 
the  husband  and  wife  as  they  were  once  supposed  to  be 
joined,  but  I  hardly  think  that  in  equity  it  can  be  suppose^ 
that  a  woman  is  entirely  ignorant  of  the  fact  that  her  bu9*- 
band  is  insolvent,  or  is  only  earning  four  or  five  dollars  % 
week.  It  is  hardly  to  be  expected  that  a  woman  pf  ordi- 
nary sense  would  suppose  that  business  men  would  trust  her 
husband,  under  those  circumstances,  forseveral  hundred  dollars 


428  ^^EW  YORK  PRACnOE  BSPOBTS. 

Coroin;  agt  Lewii. 

worth  of  materials,  except  upon  some  statements  regarding 
his  responsibility.  Husband  and  wife  living  under  the  same 
roof  and  in  full  accord,  must  be  supposed  to  know  of  each 
other's  circumstances  and  pecuniary  ability,  and  I  think  that 
in  this  case  it  is  not  straining  too  much  to  suppose  and  in- 
fer from  all  the  circumstances,  that  Mrs.  Lewis  knew  that 
her  husband  had  obtained  these  goods  upon  the  credit  of 
the  real  property  which  was  hers.  Assuming  this  fact,  we 
then  have  her  consenting  to  the  materials  being  used  upon 
her  house  and  her  estate  increased  in  value  by  the  plaintiffd* 
means,  and  that  she  failed  to  repudiate  or  disclose  to  the 
plaintiffs  the  truth  of  the  case. 

I  say  further,  that  this  is  not  an  unfair  inference,  for  if 
we  go  so  far  as  to  sever  the  husband  and  wife  entirely  in 
this  transaction,  and  to  regard  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lewis  as  two 
ordinary  persons,  bearing  no  other  relation  to  each  other 
than  that  of  two  individuals*  then  the  male  defendant  must 
be  looked  upon  as  the  agent  of  the  female.  And  though 
the  purehase  was  made  without  authority,  yet  the  female 
has  by  her  acquiescence  sanctioned  the  transaction  and 
adopted  the  act  of  her  agent.  If  otherwise,  it  was  her  du-* 
ty  to  inquire  of  whom  and  in  what  manner  the  purchase 
was  made,  and  if  she  disapproved,  to  so  inform  the  plain- 
tifls,  and  put  them  on  their  guturd. 

I  do  not  consider  it  essential  to  the  maintenance  of  this 
action,  that  the  wife  should  have  authorissed  the  misrepre- 
sentations of  the  husband.  The  foundation  of  the  action 
is  its  equity,  and  it  proceeds  upon  the  ground  that  the  plain- 
tiffs' materials  have  gone  into  the  repair  of  the  defendant, 
Mary's  house,  with  her  consent,  and  after  the  fialse  repre- 
sentations of  ownership  made  by  her  husband.  At  law,  the 
action  could  not  be  maintained,  but  the  court  in  equity 
seeks  to  redress  injuries  which  are  remediless  at  law,  it  be- 
ing a  part  of  their  duty  to  prevent  acknowledged  wrongs 
and  to  protect  acknowledged  rights  {Colvin  agt.  Currier^  22 
Barb.^  371),  and  as  the  plaintifis  in  this  case  are  remediless, 
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except  through  the  equity  powers  of  the  court,  I  think  they 
ought  to  recover. 

George  W.  Cothran^/ot  appeUafUSf  defendants*  \ 
M.  A.  WHrrNET,/or  respondefUSy  plaintiffs. 

By  the  caurty  Lamont,  J. :  The  defendants  are  nusband 
and  wife.  The  action  is  brought  to  charge  upon  the  sepa- 
rate estate  of  the  wife,  the  amount  of  a  bill  of  goods  bought 
by  the  defendant,  John  Lewis,  of  the  plaintiffs. 

So  far  as  the  wife,  Mary  J.  Lewis  is  concerned,  the  facts 
found  by  the  referee  to  whom  this  action  was  referred  are 
as  follows :  She  owned  a  house  and  lot  at  Bowmansville, 
Erie  county,  in  which  she  and  her  husband  resided.  Her 
husband  repaired  the  roof  of  her  dwelling,  situated  on  this 
lot,  in  1866,  and  she  knew  he  was  making  such  repaii-s  and 
using  materials  for  the  purpose. 

The  wife  did  not  know  the  plaintiffs,  aiid  never  author- 
ized her  husband  to  purchase  the  materials,  nor  did  she  know 
wliere  he  obtained  them,  nor  in  what  manner  they  were  ob- 
tained by  him. 

On  these  bare  facts  the  referee  decided  that  the  wife's  sep- 
arate estate  was  chargeable  with  the  plaintiffs'  demand 
against  the  husband  for  the  materials  used. 

There  is  no  head  of  equitable  jurisprudence  which  can 
be  invoked  to  sustain  this  judgment. 

The  fact  found  by  the  referee  that  the  husband  had  been 
guilty  of  swindling  the  plaintiffs  in  the  purchase  of  these 
materials,  by  falsely  representing  that  he  owned  the  house 
and  lot,  and  gave  the  plaintifis  his  note  for  the  bill,  which 
they  were  unable  by  a  judgment,  execution,  and  supple- 
mentary  proceedings  thereon  to  collect  of  him,  does  not  al- 
ter the  position  of  the  wife,  who  knew  nothing  of  these  cir- 
cumstances, and  never  sanctioned  them,  nor  promised  to  pay 
the  debt. 
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The  wife's  separate  estate  cannot  be  charged  with  a  debt 
fraudulently  contracted,  without  her  privity,  sanction  or 
adoption,  whether  such  fraud  be  committed  by  her  husband 
or  any  other  of  her  relations. 

Of  her  separate  estate,  she  is  the  absolute  owner,  and  has 
the  sole  disposition,  exclusive  of  her  husband  :  Her  prop- 
erty is  not  liable  for  his  debts,  much  less  for  his  torts. 

The  wife  was  ignorant  of  her  husband's  transactions  in 
this  matter,  and  he  was  not  her  authorized  agent.  Whether 
he  had  paid  for  these  materials  or  not,  whether  he  was  solv- 
ent or  a  bankrupt,  where  or  how  he  had  obtained  them,  she 
had  no  information,  and  was  under  no  responsibility. 

The  case  of  Mattice  agt  Lillie  (24  How.  Pr.,  264),  upior. 
which  the  referee  relied  in  deciding  this  case,  is  not  an  an- 
thority  for  his  judgment.  In  that  case  the  court  put  their 
decision  on  the  express  ground  that  the  lumber  used  in  im- 
proving the  wifes  separate  estate,  was  originally  procured 
by  the  fraud  of  the  husband,  who  represented  himself  the 
owner,  with  the  intent  of  the  wife  at  the  time  of  its  pur- 
chase, that  it  should  be  so  used,  that  she  was  aware,  thiit  the 
plaintiff  sold  the  lumber  in  the  belief  that  the  husband 
owned  the  house,  and  that  she  promised  to  pay  for  it. 

The  wife  there,  was  held  privy  to  the  whole  transactioto, 
of  the  fraudulent  contracting  of  the  debt  from  the  start,  and 
knew  and  intended  that  the  lumber  should  be  thus  obtained 
for  the  express  purpose  of  improving  her  estate,  and  adopted  ' 
the  transaction  in  all  its  length  and  breadth,  and  promised  to 
make  compensation. 

This  case  is  entirely  barren  of  these  controlling  ci!Tum- 
stances,  and  the  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  a  ne%f  trial ' 
ordered^  with  costs  to  abide  the  evtet. 
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Hash  ATWjmaEKy.raipoDdent,  &gt.  JoHS'Gk  Atwates, 
sppeUant 


Wll«i«»A. pkfaitlff  bringi^ali  «otfo«  agateit  ber  haA«id»  aad  in  her  compIaiBt  sets 
Ibrtb  facu  and  eircamftanoes  showing  her  right  to  a  Judgment  for  Mparadon,  ou 
each  of  the  three'gronnda  or  canaea  specified  in  the  Revised  Statolea: 

Ikt  Tlie  ernel  and  inbanuut  treatmeot  by  the  hoabaad  of  his  wifift ; 

Sud.  Saoh  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  husband  towards  his  wifor  as  may  render  it  un- 
safe and  improper  to  cohabit  with  him ;  and, 

dd.  The  abandonneBt^f  the  wife  by  the' husband)  and  hk  refusal  op  negleot  to  pro* 
Tide  fer  her. 

The  court  baa  no  authority  to  make  an  order  or  judgment  for  the  tupport  and  main' 
ftaaace  of  the*  wife  by  her  husband^  where  she  faile  to  cfltabltah  either  of  tlrt^ 
grovnda  or  caoaes  required  by  the  elatate  to  authoiiae  jodgnienty»r  t^oratiom 
Jrom  bed  and  boat  d, 

Tb*  statute  does  not  authorise  a  oomplaint  to  be  filed  by  a  wift,  for  a  support  and 
nabitenaiiee  by  h^r  hoiband  ••  a  distiact»  sobstaative*  relief 


BrooUyn  General  Tenny  Deeember^  1868. 
JB^orC'  LoTT,  P.  J.,  O1LBEST9   Baknakd,   and  Tappest^ 
Juetiees. 

Tms  aetion  was  brought  to  obtain  a  judgment  of  limi- 
ited  divorce.  It  wta  refered  to  D.  P.  Barnard,  Esq.,  sole 
releree^  to  bear  and.  deteraiine  the  iaaaes  and  to  report 
ther^R^ 

The  amended  cotnplaiiit  alleges  acts  by  the  defendant 
constituting  cruel  and  iDhnman  treatment  of  the  pkintiflT, 
also  sneh  as  render  it-  unsafe  and  improper  for  her  to  cohabit 
with  him,  and  also  abandonment  and  refusal  to  support 
her,  as  the  three  grounds  on  which  snch  a  judgment  was 
aili«d; 

The  answer  thereto  denies  such  acts  constituting  each  of 
iliass  allegations^  and  allegeS'  miseonduct  oft  the  part  of 
plaintiff. 
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Thus  the  issues  referred  to  the  referee  to  be  tried  were 
made,  and  such  they  were.  He  has  tried  the  issues  under 
the  order  of  reference,  and  has  made  his  report.  By  it  it 
will  appear  that  the  referee  has  found  every  issue  of  fact 
made  by  the  pleadings,  and  upon  which  the  statute  allows 
a  decree  of  limited  divorce  {see  3  K  S.  237  6th  Ed.)  in  favor 
of  the  defendant,  and  has  found  as  conclusion  of  law,  that 
the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the  judgment  prayed  for. 

The  referee  has  found  certain  other  facts,  to  wit,  that  the 
age  of  the  plaintiff  is  sixty-seven  years,  that  the  age  of  the 
defendant  if  fifty-eight  years,  that  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
fnencement  of  this  action^  the  defendant  was  the  owner  of 
property  of  the  value  of  $20,000  and  upwards,  that  from 
about  the  year  1858,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  ceased  to 
cohabit  together,  although  they  resided  or  boarded  in  the  same 
house,  for  several  years  thereafter;  that  they  both  entertain 
towards  the  other  (each  other)  bitter  and  hostile  feelings, 
and  their  residing  in  the  same  house  would  be  the  cause 
of  unhappiness  on  the  part  of  both,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant has  refused  and  neglected  to  provide  for  the  plaintiff; 
upon  which  the  referee  finds,  as  one  of  his  conclusions  of 
law  ^^  that  this  is  a  suitable  and  proper  case  for  the  sup- 
port and  maintenance  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant," 
and  thereupon  directs  '^  judgment  to  be  entered  that  the  de- 
fendant be  ordered  to  pay  the  plaintiff  fifly  dollars  per  month 
for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  plaintiff,  to  com- 
mence with  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  aition, 
less  any  amount  which  defendant  has  paid  plaintiff  for  ali- 
mony pursuant  to  any  order  of  the  court,  and  that  the  de- 
^indant  pay  to  the  plaintiff  her  costs  and  disbursements  in 
lis  action."  And  thereupon,  on  November  12th,  1868,  the 
ilaintiS  entered  judgment,  adjudging  that  the  plaintiff  re~ 
jover  of  defendant  $1,760  (being  the  amount  of  the  fifty 
dollars  per  month  from  the  commencement  of  the  action,  to 
October  29,  1868,  less  alimony  paid  during  the  progress  of 
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the  action)  and  her  costs,  together  amountingto  $2,212  66,  and 
also  that  defendant  pay  plaintiff  S50  per  month,  monthly,  from 
October,  29, 1868,  until  the  further  order  of  this  court 
From  this  judgment  the  defendant  now  appeals. 

Britton  &  Ely,  far  a^eUanty  defendant 

The  judgment  is  erroneous  in  the  particulars  specified  in 
the  exceptions  taken  herein. 

I.  Divorces,  absolute  and  limited  are  granted  exclusively 
by  authority  of  the  statute.  There  never  was  any  inherent 
jurisdiction  in  the  court  of  chancery  to  grant  divorces,  and 
there  is  none  now  in  the  Supreme  Court.  In  England  it  be- 
longed exclusively  to  the  Ecclesiastical  courts  and  to  Par- 
liament, and  no  court  in  England,  not  even  the  Ecclesiasti- 
cal, had  any  original  jurisdiction  to  give  a  wife  a  separate 
maintenance. 

The  granting  of  a  separate  maintenance  was  always  inci- 
dental to  affirmative  relief  of  some  other  kind.  {Ball  agt. 
Montgomery,  2  Veset/j  194;  Bisliop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce^ 
%  561.) 

II.  The  Revised  Statutes  do  not  authorise  any  decree 
for  plaintiff,  except  upon  one  of  the  statutory  facts  found. 

The  Revised  Statutes  provide  that  separation  from  bed 
and  board  (or  judicial  separation  as  denominated  in  the 
English  statutes),  either  forever  or  for  limited  time,  may  be 
decreed  for  the  following  causes : 

1.  For  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  by  the  husband  of 
his  wife. 

2.  Such  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  husband  towards  his 
wife,  as  may  render  it  unsafe  and  improper  tor  her  to  co- 
habit with  him. 

3.  Tl^e  abandonment  of  the  wife  by  the  husband  and  his 
refusal  or  neglect  to  provide  ibr  her.  {See  2  Van  Sant  Eq. 
Tr.  263 ;  Ahrenfelt  agt.  Ahrenfelty  Eo^ffinan  Ch.  R.  47.) 

These  three  issues  were  made  by  the  pleadings,  and  are 
Vol.  XXXTL  28 
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found  against  the  plaintiff.  In  accordance  therewith,  no 
decree  under  the  statute  for  separation  could  be  made. 
But,  contemplating  that  there  might  be  cases  where,  not- 
withstanding one  or  more  of  these  facts  were  found,  yet  that 
a  court  of  equity  might  not  deem  it  best  to  order  a  separa- 
tion, but  only  provide  for  a  maintenance ;  it  was  further  pro- 
vided that  in  such  a  case,  to  wit :  Where  one  of  these  facts 
were  found,  and  yet  a  decree  for  separation  from  bed  and 
board  be  not  made,  the  court  may  make  such  order  or  de- 
cree for  the  support  of  the  wife  by  the  husband,  or  out  of 
his  property,  as  the  nature  of  the  case  renders  suitable  or 
proper.  In  other  words,  the  fact  or  facts  provided  by  the 
statute,  being  found  to  exist,  separation  may  be  decreed  with 
support,  or  support  without  a  decree  for  separation.  Guilt 
being  found,  the  the  punishment  may  be  in  the  alternative. 
This  is  rendered  clear  by  a  reference  to  2  Revised  Laws, 
p,  200,  §  11,  from  which  the  enactment  in  3  Revised  Stat- 
utes, p.  23S,  §  68, 5th  ed.  was  taken,  where  the  same  statute 
as  originally  ^enacted  appears,  and  wherein  the  four  sec- 
tions, 64,  66,  67,  68,  in  the  Revised  Statutes,  are  in  sub- 
stance contained  in  one,  and  whereby  it  appears  that  either 
form  of  decree  is  to  be  made  only  on  one  of  the  statutory 
facts  being  found. 

The  annotations  upon  the  margin  of  the  Revised  Laws 
so  far  as  they  are  authority,  render  this  construction  of  the 
statute  unquestionable.  (See  also  TurreUngt.  TurreJl,  2  John. 
Ch.  B.  391 ;  Ferry  agt.  Ferry^  2  BarK,  Ch.  311 ;  Van  Veg)^ 
ten  agt.  Van  Vcghtenj  4  Jolin.^  Ch.  501 ;  Perry  agt.  Perry ^ 
2  Paige,  506 ;  Palmer  agt.  Palmer^  1  Id.  276.) 

The  case  of  P.  agt.  P.  (24  How.  Pr.  197),  if  held  to  be 
adverse  to  the  above,  cannot  be  sustained,  the  point  herein 
raised  was  evidently  not  raised  in  that  case. 

III.  If  otherwise,  then  no  such  judgment  as  this  can  be 
sustained. 

If  any  such  decree  can  be  made  irrespective  of  the  facts 
specified  in  the  Revised  Statutes,  then  such  decree  is  to  be 
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made  only  upon  the  theory  that  the  wife,  continuing  to  re- 
side with  the  husband,  is  entitled  to  a  certain  specific  sum 
for  her  present  and  future  support,  which  the  court  orders 
to  be  furnished  her  for  that  purpose.  This  judgment  is 
based  upon  no  such  theory.  The  referee  finds  as  one  of  the 
facts  upon  which  he  bases  his  decree,  that  *^  their  residing 
in  the  same  house  would  be  the  source  of  unhappiness  to 
both/' 

On  this  fact,  chiefly,  he  ordered  a  judgment  for  Sl,760, 
and  her  costs,  and  $50  per  month. 

Clearly  this  $1,760  was  not  required  upon  any  fact  found 
by  the  referee,  for  her  present  or  future  support.  It  is  clear 
that  the  report  and  judgment  contemplate  the  payment  of 
such  a  sum,  and  in  such  a  manner  as  will  enable  the  wife 
to  support  herself  separately  from  him. 

Under  this  decree,  if  it  can  be  sustained  under  the  statute, 
the  wife  must  still  live  with  the  husband,  and  there  would  be 
nothing  to  prevent  an  action  by  him  against  her,  for  aban- 
donment,  if  she  refused  so  to  do.  Then,  certainly,  she  does 
not  require  $1,700  to  be  paid  her  at  once  for  her  immediate 
expenses. 

Besides,  there  can  be  no  judgment  for  the  recovery  of 
money  to  be  collected  by  execution,  as  in  this  case,  by  a 
wife  against  her  husband,  against  whom  no  decree  of  sep- 
aration has  been  made.  The  condition  of  domestic  felicity 
which  contemplates  the  sheriff  entering  the  house  of  a  man 
to  levy  on  his  furniture,  &c.,  to  collect  a  debt  to  be  paid 
over  by  the  sheriff  to  his  wife  then  living  with  him,  is  one 
not  particularly  enviable,  nor  one  which  the  courts,  or  law, 
would  be  likely  to  sanction  under  our  present  social  con- 
dition. 

IV.  Whatever  construction  may  be  placed  upon  this  stat- 
ute, it  is  obvious  that  this  judgment  is  based  upon  a  theory 
of  the  law  which  cannot  he  sustained,  and  should  be  re- 
versed, and  judgment  should  he  ordered  for  defendant.  {See 
Edmonston  agt.  McLoud^  16  JV.  T.  E.,  543. 
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E.  L.  Sanderson, /or  respondent^  plaintiff. 

1.  The  causes  for  which  separation  may  be  decreed  are 
specified  m  ^64  (§  61),  part  2,  chap.  8,  art.  4, 2  R.  S. ;  or  5th 
ed.  R.  S.,  p.  237  and  238,  §  65. 

2.  Section  68  {55)  allows  the  court  (although  a  decree  for 
separation  be  not  made)  to  make  such  order  or  decree  for 
the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  wife,  &c.;  ^^  as  the  na- 
ture of  the  case  renders  suitable  and  proper.^ 

3.  It  is  claimed  by  the  appellant  that  this  power  of  the  court 
cannot  be  invoked  at  all,  unless  the  respondent  has  estab- 
lished/ocfe,  which  entitle  her  to  a  decree  of  separation  under 
^64. 

4.  But  the  respondent;  in  reply,  insists  that  if  she  had 
shown  herself  entitled  to  a  decree  of  separation  under  ^  64» 
that  the  court  would  be  hound  to  make  such  decree, 

5.  But  not  having  established  such  facts,  the  court  may^ 
neveretheless  make,  under  ^  68,  such  order  or  decree  for  her 
support  "  as  the  nature  of  the  case  raiders  suitable  and 
proper, ^^  (2  John.^  ch.  391;  24  How.^  197  j  1  John,^  ch. 
108—10.) 

6.  It  is  submitted  that  the  decree  made  is  suUcibU 
and  proper^  and  the  only  question  is  one  of  power  in  the 
court. 

7.  The  action  is  brought  for  relief  An  answer  has  been 
put  in.  The  court  may  grant  any  relief  consistent  with  tlie 
case  made  by  the  complaint  and  embraced  within  the  issue '' 
(Code,  %  275.) 

8.  That  the  complaint  alleges  all  that  is  necessary  to  sup- 
port the  facts  found  by  the  referee,  in  her  favor,  viz.,  the  age 
of  plaintiff ;  neglect^  and  refusal  to  provide  for  her,  dtc; 
value  of  defendant's  property ;  that  they  Imve  not  coliahited 
together  is  very  clear;  and  that  the  finding  of  the  fact  "that 
they  entertained  towards  each  other  hostile  and  bitter  feel- 
ings," &c.,  is  within  "  the  case"  &c.,  is  also  very  clear,  from 
a  moments'  perusal  of  the  pleadings. 
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9.  Justice  Johnson,  (in  2  Keman  122f.  Y.yp.  341)  in  speak- 
ing of  the  Code,  ^  275,  says :  "  The  case  made  by  the  com- 
plaint, and  the  limits  of  the  issue,  alone  determine  the  extent 
of  the  power  of  the  court."  ^*  These  expressions  of  the 
statute  include  the  statement  of  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  and 
its  infringement  by  the  defendants."  "  These  constitute 
the  case.^ 

10.  Again^  the  same  justice,  in  the  tfi^ofFoUeti  agt.  The 
People^  (2  Kernan,  p.  26S),  says :  ^*The  question  in  an  ac- 
tion is  not  whether  the  plaintiff  has  a  legal  right,  or  an  equi- 
table right,  or  the  defendant  a  legal  or  equitable  defence 
against  the  plaintiff's  claims ;  but  whether,  according  to  tlie 
whole  law  of  the  Tandy  applicable  to  the  case^  the  plaintiff 
makes  out  the  right  which  he  seeks  to  establish ;  or  the  de- 
fendant shows  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  the  re- 
lief  sougt  for." 

11.  But  the  referee  has  the  same  (jurisdiction  over  tlie 
casCy  "as  any  judge  at  special  term." — {Code^  212 ;  ISHotc. 
363,  4  and  5.) 

12.  The  relief  given  by  the  decree  was  prayed  for  in  the 
complaint,  and  the  facts  entitling  her  to  such  relief  were 
stated  therein  ;  she  would  therefore  be  entitled  to  the  relief 
she  gets  by  the  decree,  even  had  the  defendant /at  fed  to  an* 
swer.  (Code^  %  275,  Van  Santvoord%  Eg.  P.,  2  t'o?.,  p.  269 
and  note.) 

13.  In  the  present  case  the  only  exceptions  taken  are  after 
judgment  to  the  conclusions  of  law  found  by  the  ref- 
eree. The  facts  found  stand  admitted  upon  the  record,  and 
they  will  be  presumed  to  be  embraced  within  the  case  made 
by  the  complaint ,  and  within  the  issues. 

14.  The  only  question  for  review  then,  upon  this  appeal 
is,  whether  the  facts  found  support  the  conclusions  of  law. 
(Cl>dk^26S  §  34S;  7,  How.  9 ;  12  How.  481 ;  11,  How.  412.) 

15.  It  is  therefore  respectfully  submitted,  that  the  referee 
had  the  power  to  find  the  facts  and  the  conclusions  of  law 
as  he  has  done  ;  that  the  conclusions  of  law  are  supported 
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by  the  findiDgs  of  fact ;  that,  ^'  according  to  the  whole  law 
of  the  land  applicable  to  the  case,''  the  plaintiff  has  clearly 
established  her  right  to  the  decree  which  she  has  obtained, 
and  that  the  decree  or  judgment  ought  not  to  be  denied. 
{Burr  agt.  Burr  10  Paige,  20.) 

By  the  court  Lott,  P.  J.  The  Revised  Statutes  provide 
that  a  separation  from  bed  and  board  forever  or  for  a  limited 
time  may  be  decreed  on  the  complaint  of  a  married  woman, 
subject  to  certain  quali&cationa  not  necessary  to  be  here 
stated,  for  the  following  causes: 

Ist,  The  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  by  the  husband 
of  his  wife. 

2nd.  Such  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  husband  towarda 
his  wife,  as  may  render  it  unsafe  and  improper  for  her  to 
cohabit  with  him. 

dd.  The  abandonment  of  the  wife  by  the  husband,  and  his 
refusal  or  neglect  to  provide  for  her.  (2  2?.  S.j  p.  146  dtCj  ^ 
60  UTid  51.) 

The  complaint  '^  shall  specify  particularly  the  nature 
and  circumstances  of  the  complainant  on  which  she  relies  and 
shall  set  forth  times  and  places  with  reasonable  certainty." 
and  "the  defendant  may  be  permitted  to  prove  in  his  jus- 
tification the  ill  conduct  of  the  complainant  and  on  estab- 
lishing such  defense  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  her 
bill  (complaint)  shall  be  dismissed." 

It  is,  then,  after  providing  that  "  upon  decreeing  a  sepa- 
tion,  the  court  may  make  such  further  decree  as  tlie  nature 
and  circumstances  of  the  case  may  require  and  may  make 
such  order  and  decree  for  the  suitable  support  and  mainten- 
ance of  the  wife  and  her  children,  or  any  of  them  by  the 
husband,  or  out  of  his  property,  as  may  appear  just  and 
proper  (§.  64).  It  further  provides  that  "although  a  de- 
cree for  separation  from  bed  and  board  be  not  made,  the 
court  may  make  such  order  or  decree  for  the  support  and 
maintenance  of  the  wife  and  her  children  or  any  of  themby 
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the  husband,  or  out  of  his  property  as  the  nature  of  the 
case  render  suitable  and  proper/'  (§  55). 

The  complaint  in  this  case  sets  forth  facts  and  circum* 
stances  showing  her  right  to  a  judgment  for  separation  on 
each  of  the  three  grounds  or  causes  above  specified,  and  the 
defendant  by  his  answer  in  addition  to  the  denial,  or  expla- 
nation of  the  material  facts  stated  by  her,  sets  up  in  justi- 
fication of  his  acts,  ill  conduct  on  her  part. 

The  issues  raised  by  the  pleadings  were  referred  to  a  referee 
to  hear  and  determine,  and  he,  by  his  decision  has  found : 
1st,  that  there  has  been  no  cruel  or  inhuman  treatment 
by  the  defendant  of  the  plaintifi",  as  charged  in  the  complaint ;" 
2d;  ^^  that  there  has  not  been  such  conduct  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  towards  the  plaintiff,  as  may  render  it  unsafe 
or  improper,  for  her  to  cohabit  with  him ; "  3d,  "  that  the 
defendant  has  not  abandoned  the  plaintiff  as  charged  in  the 
complaint ;  ^'  4th,  ^*  that  the  defendant  has  refused  and  neg- 
lected to  provide  for  the  plaintiff)  as  charged  in  the  com- 
plaint;" and,  5th,  "that  the  plaintiff*  has  not  been  guilty 
of  ill  conduct  as  charged  in  the  answer."  He  then,  after 
stating  the  ages  of  the  parties,  and  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty owned  by  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  to  have  been  twenty  thousand  dollars,  and 
upwards,  findfe  in  addition  :  *^  that  from  about  the  year  1858, 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  ceased  to  cohabit  with  each 
other,  although  they  resided  or  boarded  in  the  same  house 
for  several  years  thereafter ;  that  they  both  entertain  to- 
wards the  other  bitter  and  hostile  feelings,  and  their  resid- 
ing in  the  same  house  would  be  the  cause  of  unhappiness 
on  the  part  of  both." 

Upon  these  facts  so  found  by  him,  he  finds  and  decide^ 
as  conclusions  of  law :  ]  st,  "  that  the  plaintiff* is  not  entitled 
to  a  judgment  or  decree  for  separation  from  bed  and  board 
from  the  defendant ; "  2d,  that  this  is  a  suitable  case  for  a 
judgment  or  decree  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the 
plaintiff*  by  the  defendant ;"  3d,  "that  judgment  be  entered 
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ordering  the  defendant  to  pay  the  plaintiff  fifty  dollars  a 
month  for  such  support  and  maicenance,  until  the  further 
order  of  this  court,  to  commence  with  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  after  deducting  the  monies  paid 
by  him  as  alimony,  under  former  orders  of  the  court ;"  and 
4th,  **that  the  defendant  pay  to' the  plaintiff  her  costs  and 
disbursements  in  this  action. 

Thereupon  judgment  was  entered,  ordering  the  pay- 
ment by  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  sums  directed  to 
be  paid  by  that  decision  for  her  support  and  maintenance, 
and  for  her  costs  and  disbursements  in  this  action. 

The  defendant  has  excepted  to  so  much  of  the  findings 
of  the  referee  as  finds  "  that  this  is  a  suitable  and  proper 
case  for  a  judgment  or  decree  for  the  support  and  mainten- 
ance of  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant  ;'^  and  also  to  his  con- 
clusion anil  direction  that  judgment  be  entered  ordering 
payments  to  be  made  by  him  for  the  plaintifTs  support  and 
maintenance,  and  her  costs  and  disbursements  in  the  action 
in  accordance  with  the  said  decision. 

The  exceptions  present  the  qiiestion,  whether  it  was 
competent  for  the  referee,  or  the  court  under  ^  55^  above 
quoted,  to  make  an  order  or  judgment  for  the  support  and 
maintenance  of  the  plaintiff  by  her  husband,  when  she  failed 
to  establish  either  of  the  grounds  or  causes  re'(:iuired  by  the 
statute  to  authorize  a  judgment  for  separation  from  bed 
and  board  ;  and  after  a  careful  examination  and  consideration 
of  the  matter,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that.it  is 
not. 

This  court  has  no  authority  to  decree  such  a  separation 
or  to  direct  such  support  and  maintenance  except  that  spe- 
cifically conferred  by  the  provisions  of  law  above  set  forth. 

They  do  not  authorize  a  bill  or  complaint  to  be  filed  by  a 
wife  for  a  support  and  maintenance  by  her  husband,  as  a  dis- 
tinct substantive  relief. 

That  relief  can  only  be  granted  when  a  separation  is 
asked,  and  the  statute  in  terms,  states  three  causes  only  for 


KEW  TOBE  PRACTICE  BEPOBTS.       441 

Atwater  agt  Atwater, 

which  such  separation  maybe  adjudged,  and  it  makes  it  nec- 
essary for  the  plaintiff,  in  her  complaint  to  specify,  particu- 
larly, the  nature  and  circumstances  on  which  she  relies  to 
establish  the  cause  or  causes  on  which  her  claim  is  founded. 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff  has  alleged  facts  bringing  her 
case  within  each  of  these  three  causes,  and  the  referee  has 
found  that  she  has  entirely  failed  to  establish  the  first  and 
second,  and  as  to  the  third,  he  finds  that  there  has  been  no 
abandonment  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant,  but  that  he 
had  refused  and  neglected  to  provide  for  her.  Such  aban- 
donment and  refusal  or  neglect  are  both  necessary  to  justify 
a  judgment  for  a  separation,  and  it  was  properly  decided 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  such  relief. 

Assuming  that  conclusion  to  be  correct  it  appears  to  me  that 
if  such  facts  and  circumstances  only  had  been  alleged  in  the 
complaint  as  show  a  refusal  or  neglect  by  the  defendant, 
to  provide  for  the  plaintiff,  but  not  sufficient  to  establish 
an  abandonment,  they  would  not  have  constituted  a  cause 
of  action,  and  the  complaint  would  have  been  dismissed  on 
demurer  thereto,  upon  that  ground. 

The  effect  of  the  referee's  decision  is,  however,  to  give  the 
plaintiff  relief,  after  a  trial  upon  such  facts  alone.  A  con- 
struction of  the  statute  that  leads  to  such  a  result,  cannot 
be  proper.  We  are  to  construe  all  of  its  provisions,  in  con- 
nection, and  on  the  application  of  that  rnle,  §  65  supra,  can 
have  full  effect,  when  it  shall  appear  that  one  or  more  of 
the  causes  of  separation  has  been  proven,  but  that  from  the 
fact  of  condonation  or  other  matter  of  defense,  it  would  be 
improper  for  the  court  to  decree  or  adjudge  her  such  relief, 
and  yet  a  judgment  for  support  and  maintenance  might,  in 
view  of  all  the  facts  proven,  be  equitable  and  proper. 

The  case  of  P.  agt.  P.  (24  How.  N.  Y.  Pr.  R,  p.  197,)  ap- 
pears to  have  been  decided  on  that  principle,  or  at  least  is 
consistent  with  it.  That  was  an  action  for  limited  divorce, 
and  the  learned  justice,  in  his  opinion,  states  that  "  the 
charge  of  cruel  treatment  and  on  which  this  action,  brought 
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for  a  separation  was  predicated,  was  fully  made  out  by  proof 
on  the  trial  of  the  cause/'  and  then,  after  saying  that  the  de- 
fense of  recrimination  was  not  established,  he  adds :  ^^  the 
defense  of  condonation,  I  am  inclined  to  think  was  made 
out;  ^  and  he  states  his  reasons  for  that  conclusion.  He  also, 
after  referring  to  the  history  of  the  parties,  remarks  that, 
^^  as  a  man  of  wealthy  and  having  reference  to  his  habits  and 
those  of  his  wife,  it  may  be  added,  a  man  of  great  wealth, 
he  has  cot  provided  a  suitable  and  proper  maintenance  of 
the  wife  and  her  children."  This  statement  shows  that  the 
plaintifi,  but  for  her  condonation  of  the  cause  of  action, 
would  have  been  entitled  to  a  judgmentof  separation,  and 
that  failing  in  obtaining  that  relief,  her  husband's  former 
neglect  to  provide  for  her  properly,  in  connection  with  the 
cruel  treatment,  of  which  he  was  found  guilty,  made  it  a 
proper  case  for  the  court  to  decree  a  reasonable  provision  for 
her  future  support  and  maintenance. 

So,  too,  if  the  55th  section  read  in  immediate  connection 
with  the  51st,  setting  forth  the  three  causes  of  separation, 
they  may  be  construed  as  authorizing,  in  case  any  of  these 
be  established,  either  a  judgment  for  separation  with  a  suit- 
able support  and  maintenance,  or  for  such  support  and  main- 
tenance alone,  or,  as  briefly  and  well  expressed  by  the  de- 
fendant's counsel,  in  his  points,  **the  fact  or  facts  provided 
by  the  statutes  being  found  to  exist,  separation  may  be  de- 
creed, with  support,  or  a  support  without  a  decree  of  sep- 
aration." 

The  three  grounds  for  separation  above  specified,  were 
substantially  contained  and  provided  for  by  the  Revised 
Laws,  of  1813  (vol  2,  p.  200  *§  11),  and  upon  either  of 
them  appearing  to  the  court,  a  decree  for  a  separation  or  for 
a  suitable  support  and  maintenance  might  be  made.  The 
subdivision  of  the  matters  contained  in  that  section  by  the 
Revised  Statutes  into  several  sections  does  not  require  a 
different  construction  to  be  given  to  the  whole  statute  as  an 
entirety. 
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The  case  of  Turrell  agt.  Turrell,  (2  John.  Ch.  Rep.  p.  391,) 
cited  and  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  to  support  the 
present  judgment  was  under  the  statute  of  1S13,  and  the 
chancellor,  in  making  his  decree  that  a  legacy  given  to  the 
plaintiff  by  her  father's  will,  should  be  appropriated  to  her 
separate  maintenance  and  support,  evidently  considered  it 
to  be  necessary  to  entitle  her  to, the  relief  so  given,  that  the 
acts  alleged  as  a  sufficient  ground  for  separation  in  her  bill 
of  complaint,  should  be  established.  He  says,  in  his  opin- 
ion, after  referring  to  the  acts  of  ill  usage,  by  the  defendant 
of  his  wife,  and  his  neglect  to  provide  for  her,  *^  the  statute 
declares  that  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  court  that  $uch  a  charge 
as  that  contained  in  the  Ml,  is  truCy  it  shall  be  lawful,  whether 
the  court  shall  decree  a  separation  from  bed  and  board  or  not, 
to  make  such  order  and  decree  for  the  suitable  support  and 
mai  ntenance  of  the  wife  and  her  children,  or  any  of  them  by  the 
husband,  or  out  of  his  property,  as  the  nature  of  the  case  and 
the  circumstances  of  the  parties  may  render  suitable  and  pro- 
per.'' He  then  adds  "  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case, 
I  deem  it  just  and  proper,  that  the  legacy  given  to  the  wife 
by  her  father  should  be  appropriated  for  her  separate  main- 
tenance and  support." 

I  will  add  in  this  connection,  that  the  justice  making  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  F.  agt.  P.,  supra  appears  by  the 
tenor  of  his  remarks  to  have  been  of  the  opinion  that 
even  if  acts  involving  ill  usage  are  established  so  as  to 
justify  a  separation,  yet  such  a  judgment  can  be  refused 
when  the  court  is  satisfied  that  there  is  not  any  danger  there- 
of in  the  future,  but  that  it  might  nevertheless  be  proper  to 
provide  for  a  support  and  maintenance. 

My  conclusion,  therefore,  after  a  careful  consideration  of 
the  question  is,  that  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
should  be  reversed,  without  costs  of  the  appeal,  and  that  a 
judgment  should  instead  thereof  be  entered  in  favor  of  the 
defendant,  and  dismissing  the  plaintiff's  complaint  without 
costs. 
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Frederick  Bronson,  Executor,  &c.,  plaintiff  in  error  agt. 
Peter  Rodes,  defendant  in  error. 

The  dwiaion  of  the  coart  in  this  cam  ia  published  anUpage  365 ;  since  then  we  have 
received,  tbroagh  the  politeness  of  Mr.  Townsend,  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error, 
official  copies  of  the  opinioru  of  the  court  delivered  in  the  case,  which  we  publish 
below. 

John  J.  Townsend,  0/  New  Yorky  counsel  for  plaintiff 

in  error. 
L.  L.  Lewis,  of  Buffalo^  New  YorJc,  counsel  for  defend- 

ant  in  error. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
Court. 

This  case  comes  before  us  upon  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  New  York. 

The  facts  shown  by  the  record  may  be  briefly  stated. 

In  December,  1S51,  one  Christian  Metz,  having  borrowed 
of  Frederick  Bronson,  executor  of  Arthur  Bronson,  fourteen 
hundred  dollars,  executed  his  bond  for  the  repayment  to 
Bronson  of  the  principal  sum  borrowed  on  the  18th  day  of 
January,  1857,  in  gold  and  silver  coin,  lawful  money  of  the 
United  States,  with  interest,  also  in  coin,  until  such  repay- 
ment, at  the  yearly  rate  of  seven  per  cent. 

To  secure  these  payments,  according  to  the  bond,  at  such 
place  as  Bronson  might  appoint,  or,  in  default  of  such  ap- 
pointment, at  the  Merchants'  Bank  of  New  York,  Metz  exe 
cuted  a  mortgage  upon  certain  real  property,  which  was  af 
terwards  conveyed  to  Rodes,  who  assumed  to  pay  the  mort 
gage  debt,  and  did,  in  fact,  pay  the  interest  until  and  inclu 
ding  the  1st  day  of  January,  1864. 
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Subsequently;  iu  January^  1865,  there  having  been  no  de- 
mand of  payment  nor  any  appointment  of  place  of  pay- 
ment by  Bronson,  Rodes  tendered  to  him  United  States 
notes  to  the  amount  of  fifteen  hundred  and  seven  dollars^  a 
sum  nominally  equal  to  the  principal  and  interest  due  upon 
the  bond  and  mortgage. 

At  that  time  one  dollar  in  coin  was  equivalent  in  market 
value  to  two  dollars  and  a  quarter  in  United  States  notes. 

This  tender  was  refused,  whereupon  Rodes  deposited  the 
United  States  notes  in  the  Merchants'  Bank  to  the  credit  of 
Bronson,  and  filed  his  bill  in  equity  praying  that  the  mort- 
gaged premises  might  be  relieved  from  the  lien  of  the  mort- 
gage, and  that  Bronson  might  be  compelled  to  execute  and 
deliver  to  him  an  ackowledgment  of  the  full  satisfaction  and 
discharge  of  the  mortgage  debt. 

\  The  bill  was  dismissed  by  the  supreme  court  sitting  in 
Erie  county,  but  on  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  in  general 
term,  the  decree  of  dismissal  was  reversed,  and  a  decree  was 
entered  adjudging  that  the  mortgage  had  been  satisfied  by 
the  tender,  and  directing  Bronson  to  satisfy  the  same  of 
record ;  and  this  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  court  of  ap- 


The  question  which  we  have  to  consider,  therefore,  is 
this : 

Was  Bronson  bound  by  law  to  accept  from  Rodes  United 
States  notes,  equal  in  nominal  amount  to  the  sum  due  him, 
as  full  performance  and  satisfaction  of  a  contract  which 
stipulated  for  the  payment  of  that  sum  in  gold  and  silver 
coin,  lawful  money  of  the  United  States  T 

It  is  not  pretended  that  any  real  payment  and  satisfac- 
tion of  an  obligation  to  pay  fifteen  hundred  and  seven  coined 
dollars  can  be  made  by  the  tender  of  paper  money  worth 
in  the  market  only  six  hundred  and  seventy  coined  dollars. 
The  question  is,  does  the  law  compel  the  acceptance  of  such 
a  tender,  for  such  a  debt  T 
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It  is  the  appropriate  function  of  courts  of  justice  to  en- 
force contracts  according  to  the  lawful  intent  and  under- 
standing of  the  parties. 

We  must,  therefore,  inquire  what  was  the  intent  and  un- 
derstanding of  Frederick  Bronson  and  Christian  Metz  when 
they  entered  into  the  contract  under  consideration,  in  De- 
cember 1851. 

And  this  inquiry  will  be  assisted  by  reference  to  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  contract  was  made. 

Bronson  was  an  executor,  charged  as  a  trustee  with  the 
administration  of  an  estate.  Metz  was  a  borrower,  from 
the  estate.  It  was  the  clear  duty  of  the  former  to  take  se- 
curity for  the  full  repayment  of  the  money  loaned  to  the 
latter. 

The  currency  of  the  country,  at  that  time,  consisted 
mainly  of  circulating  notes  of  state  banks,  convertible,  un- 
der the  laws  of  the  states,  into  coin  on  demand.  This  con- 
vertiblity,  though  far  from  perfect,  together  with  the  acts  of 
Congress  which  required  the  use  of  coin  lor  all  disburse- 
ments of  the  nationl  government,  insured  the  presence  of 
some  coin  m  general  circulation ;  but  the  business  of  the 
people  was  transacted  almost  entirely  through  the  medium 
of  bank  notes.  The  state  banks  had  recently  emerged  from 
a  condition  of  great  depreciation  and  discredit,  the  effects  of 
which  were  still  widely  felt,  and  a  recurrence  of  a  like  con- 
dition was  not  unreasonably  apprehended  by  many.  This 
apprehension  was,  in  fact,  realised  by  the  general  suspension 
of  coin  payments,  which  took  place  in  1857,  shortly  after 
the  bond  of  Metz  became  due. 

It  is  not  to  be  doubted,  then,  that  it  was  to  guard  against 
the  possibility  of  loss  to  the  estate,  through  an  attempt  to 
force  the  acceptance  of  a  fluctuating  and  perhaps  irredeeVna- 
ble  currency  in  payment,  that  the  express  stipulation  for  pay 
ment  in  gold  and  silver  coin  was  put  into  the  bond.  There 
there  was  no  necessity  in  law  for  such  a  stipulation,  for  at 
that  time  no  money,  except  of  gold   or  silver,  had  been 
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made  a  legal  tender.  The  bond  without  any  stipulation  to 
that  effect  would  have  been  legally  payable  only  in  coin. 
The  terms  of  the  contract  must  have  been  selected,  there- 
fore, to  fix  definitely  the  contract  between  the  parties,  and 
to  guard  against  any  possible  claim  that  payment,  in  the 
ordinary  currency,  ought  to  be  accepted. 

The  intent  of  the  parties  is,  therefore,  clear.  Whatever 
might  be  the  forms  or  the  fluctuations  of  the  note  currency, 
this  contract  was  not  to  be  affected  by  them.  It  was  to  b# 
paid,  at  all  events,  in  coined,  lawful  money. 

We  have  just  adverted  to  the  fact  that  the  legal  obliga- 
tion of  payment  in  coin  was  perfect  without  express  stipu- 
lation. It  will  be  useful  to  consider  somewhat  further  the 
precise  import  in  law  of  the  phrase  *^  dollars  payable  in  gold 
and  silver  coin,  lawful  money  of  the  United  States." 

To  form  a  coiTect  judgment  on  this  point,  it  will  be  nec- 
essary to  look  into  the  statutes  regulating  cfoinage.  It 
would  be  instructive,  doubtless,  to  review  the  history  of 
coinage  in  the  United  States,  and  the  succession  of  statutes 
by  which  the  weight,  purity,  forms,  and  impressions  of  the 
gold  and  silver  coins  have  been  regulated  j  but  it  will  be 
sufficient  for  our  purpose  if  we  examine  three  only,  the . 
acts  of  April  2,  1792,  (1  U.  S.  St.,  246) ;  of  January  18, 1837 
(5    U.  S.  St,  136) ;  and  March  3,  1849  (9  U.  S.  St.  397). 

The  act  of  1792  established  a  mint  for  the  purpose  of  na- 
tional coinage.  It  was  the  result  of  very  careful  and  thor- 
ough investigations  of  the  whole  subject,  in  which  Jeffer- 
son and  Hamilton  took  the  greatest  parts  ;  and  its  general 
principles  have  controlled  all  subsequent  legislation.  It 
provided  that  the  gold  of  coinage,  or  standard  gold,  should 
consist  of  eleven  parts  fine  and  one  part  alloy,  which  alloy 
was  to  be*  of  silver  and  copper  in  convenient  proportions, 
not  exceeding  one-half  silver ;  and  that  the  silver  of  coin- 
age should  consist  of  fourteen  hundred  and  eighty-five  parts 
fine,  and  one  hundred  and  seventy-nme  parts  of  an  alloy 
wholly  of  copper. 


448  NEW  YORK  PBACrnCE  BEPOKTa 

Jlrotuon  agt  Bodes. 

The  same  act  established  the  dollar  as  the  money  unit, 
and  required  that  it  should  contain  four  hundred  and  sixteen 
grains  of  standard  silver.  It  provided  further  for  the  coin- 
age of  half-dollars,  quarter-dollars^  dimes  and  half-dimes, 
also  of  standard  silver,  and  weighing  respectively  a  half,  a 
quarter,  a  tenth,  and  a  twentieth  of  the  weight  of  the  dol- 
lar. Provision  was  also  made  for  a  gold  coinage,  consisting 
of  eagles,  half-eagles,  and  quarter  eagles,  containing  respect- 
ively, two  hundred  and  ninety,  one  hundred  and  thirty-five, 
and  sixty-seven  and  a  half  grains  of  standard  gold,  and  be- 
ing of  the  value,  respectively^  of  ten  dollars^  five  dollars, 
and  two-and-a-half  dollars. 

These  coins  were  made  a  lawful  tender  in  all  payments 
according  to  their  respective  weights  of  silver  or  gold ;  if 
of  full  weight,  at  their  declared  value,  and  if  of  less,  at 
proportional  values.  And  this  regulation  as  to  tender  re- 
mained in  full  force  until  1837. 

The  rule  prescribing  the  composition  of  alloy  has  never 
been  changed ;  but  the  proportion  of  alloy  to  fine  gold  and 
silver,  and  the  absolute  weight  of  coins,  have  undergone 
some  alteration,  partly  with  a  view  to  the  better  adjustment 
of  the  gold  and  silver  circulations  to  each  other,  and  partly 
for  the  convenience  of  commerce. 

The  only  change  of  sufficient  importance  to  require  no- 
tice, was  that  made  by  the  act  of  1837  (5  U.  S.  St.  137). 
That  act  directed  that  standard  gold,  and  standard  silver  also, 
should  thencefor  h  consist  of  nine  parts  pure,  and  one  part 
alloy ;  that  the  weight  of  standard  gold  in  the  eagle  should 
be  two  hundred  and  fifty  eight  grains,  and  in  the  half-eagle 
and  quarter-eagle,  respectively,  one-half  and  one-quarter  of 
that  weight  precisely ;  and  that  the  weight  of  standard  sil- 
ver should  be  in  the  dollar  four  hundred  twelve  and  a  half 
grains,  and  in  the  half-dollar,  quarter-dollar,  dimes,  and  half- 
dimes,  exactly  one-half,  one-quarter,  one- tenth,  and  cne- 
twentieth  of  that  weight 
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The  act  of  1849  (9  U.  S.  Sty  397),  authorized  the  coinage 
of  gold  double-eagles  and  gold  dollars  conformably  in  all  re- 
spects to  the  established  standards,  and  therefore,  of  the 
weights  respectively,  of  five  hundred  and  sixteen  grains,  and 
twenty-five  and  eight-tenths  of  a  grain. 

The  method  and  machinery  of  coinage  had  been  so  im- 
proved before  the  act  of  1837  was  passed,  that  unavoidable 
deviations  from  the  prescribed  weight  became  almost  inap- 
preciable; and  the  most  stringent  regulations  were  enforced 
to  secure  the  utmost  attainable  exactness,  both  in  weight 
and  purity  of  metal. 

In  single  coins  the  greatest  deviation  tolerated  in  ihe 
gold  coins  was  half  a  grain  in  the  double  eagle,  eagle,  or 
half-eagle,  and  a  quarter  of  a  grain  in  the  quarter-eagle  or 
gold  dollar]  (19  U.iS'.iS'f.,  398);  and  in  the  silver  coins,  a 
grain  and  a  half  in  the  dollar  and  half-dollar,  and  a  grain  in 
the  quarter-dollar,  and  half  a  graim  in  the  dime  and  half- 
dime.     (15  U.  8.  Sty  137.) 

In  1849  the  limit  of  deviation  in  weighing  large  numbjers 
of  coins  on  delivery  by  the  chief  coiner  to  the  treasurer, 
and  by  the  treasurer  to  depositors,  was  still  further  nar- 
rowed. 

With  these  and  other  precautions  against  the  emission  of 
any  piece  inferior  in  weight  or  purity  to  the  prescribed 
standard,  it  was  thought  safe  to  make  the  gold  and  silver 
coins  of  the  United  States  legal  tender  in  all  payments  ac- 
cording to  their  nominal  or  declared  values.  This  was  done 
by  the  act  of  1837.  Some  regulations  as  to  the  tender  for 
small  loans,  of  coins  of  less  weight  and  purity  have  been 
made ;  but  no  other  provision  than  that  made  in  1837, 
making  coined  money  a  legal  tender  in  all  payments,  now 
exists  upon  the  statute  books. 

The  design  of  all  this  minuteness  and   strictness  in  the 
regulation  of  coinage  is  easily  seen.    It  indicates  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature  to  give  a  sure  guaranty  to  the  peo- 
ple that  the   coins  made  current  in  payments  contain  the 
Vol.  XXXVL  29 
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precise  weight  of  gold  or  silver,  of  the  precise  degree  of  pu- 
rity declared  by  the  statute.  It  recognizes  the  fact^  ac- 
cepted by  all  men  throughout  the  world,  that  value  is  inhe- 
rent in  the  precious  metals ;  that  gold  and  silver  are  in 
themselves  values,  and  being  such,  and  being  in  other 
respects  best  adapted  to  the  purpose,  are  the  only  proper 
measures  of  value;  that  these  values  are  determined  by 
weight  and  purity ;  and  that  form  and  impress  are  simply 
certificates  of  value,  worthy  of  absolute  reliance  only  be- 
cause of  the  known  integrity  and  good  faith  of  the  govern- 
ment which  gives  them. 

The  propositions  just  stated  are  believed  to  be  incontest- 
able. If  they  are  so  in  fact,  the  inquiry  concerning  the  legal 
import  of  the  phrase  ^^  dollars  payable  in  gold  and  silve  coin, 
lawful  money  of  the  United  States,"  may  be  answered  with- 
out much  difficulty.  Every  such  dollar  is  a  piece  of  gold 
or  silver,  certified  to  be  of  a  certain  weight  and  purity,  by 
the  form  and  impress  given  to  it  at  the  mint  of  the  United 
States,  and  therefore  declared  to  be  legal  tender  in  pay- 
ments. Any  number  of  such  dollars  is  the  number  of  grains 
of  standard  gold  or  silver  in  one  dollar  multiplied  by  the 
given  number. 

Payment  of  money  is  delivery  by  the  debtor  to  the  cred- 
it<Hr  of  the  amount  due.  A  contract  to  pay  a  certain  num- 
ber of  dollars  in  gold  or  silver  coins  is,  therefore,  in  legal 
import,  nothing  else  than  an  agreement  to  deliver  a  certain 
weight  of  standard  gold,  to  be  ascertained  by  a  count  of 
coins,  each  of  which  is  certified  to  contain  a  definite  pro- 
portion of  that  weight.  It  is  not  distinguishable,  as  we 
think,  in  principle,  from  a  contract  to  deliver  an  equal 
weight  of  bullion  of  equal  fineness.  It  is  distinguishable, 
in  circumstance,  only  by  the  fact  that  the  sufficiency  of  the 
amount  to  be  tendered  in  payment  must  be  ascertained,  in 
the  case  of  bullion,  by  assay  and  the  scales,  while  in  case  of 
coin  it  may  be  ascertained  by  count. 
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W^  cannot  suppose  that  it  was  intended  by  the  provisions  of 
the  currency  acts  to  enforce  satisfaction  of  either  contract  by 
the  tender  of  depreciated  cuiTency  of  any  description,  equiv- 
alent only  in  nominal  amount  to  the  real  value  of  th6  bul- 
lion, or  of  the  coined  dollars.  Our  conclusion,  therefore, 
upon  this  part  of  the  case  is,  that  the  bond  under  consider- 
ation was,  in  legal  import,  precisely  what  it  was  in  the  under- 
standing of  the  parties,  a  valid  obligation  to  be  satisfied  by 
a  tender  of  actual  payment  according  to  its  terms,  and  not 
by  an  offer  of  mere  nominal  payment.  Its  intent  was  that 
the  debtor  Aiould  deliver  to  the  creditor  a  certain  weight  of 
gold  and  silver  of  a  certain  fineness,  ascertainable  by  count 
of  coins,  made  legal  tender  by  statute ;  and  this  intent  was 
lawful. 

Arguments  and  illustrations  of  much  force  and  value  in 
support  of  this  conclusion  might  be  drawn  from  the  possi- 
ble case  of  the  repeal  of  the  legal  tender  laws  relating  to 
coin,  and  the  consequent  reduction  of  coined  money  to  the 
legal  condition  of  bullion,  and  also  from  the  actual  condition 
of  a  partial  demonetization  to  which  gold  and  silver  money 
was  reduced,  by  the  introduction  in^  circulation  of  the 
United  States  notes  and  national  bank  currency ;  but  we 
think  it  unnecessary  to  pursue  this  branch  of  the  discussion 
further. 

Nor  do  we  think  it  necessary  now  to  examine  the  question 
whether  the  clause  of  the  currency  acts,  making  United 
States  notes  a  legal  tender  are  warranted  by  the  Consti- 
tution. 

But  we  will  proceed  to  inquire  whether,  upon  the  as- 
sumption that  those  clauses  are  so  warranted,  and  upon  the 
further  assumpton  that  engagements  to  pay  coined  dollars 
may  be  regarded  as  ordinary  contracts  to  pay  money  rather 
than  as  contracts  to  deliver  certain  weights  of  standard  gold, 
it  can  be  maintained  that  a  contract  to  pay  coined  money 
may  be  satisfied  by  a  tender  of  United  Sates  notes. 
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Is  this  a  performance  of  the  contract  within  the  true  intent 
of  the  acts  ? 

It  must  be  observed  that  the  laws  for  the  coinage  of  gold 
and  silver,  have  never  been  repealed  or  modified.  They  re- 
main on  the  statute  book  in  full  force.  And  the  emission 
of  gold  and  silver  coins  from  the  mint  continues  j  the  ac- 
tual coinage  during  the  last  fiscal  year  having  exceeded, 
according  to  the  report  of  the  director  of  the  mint,  nine- 
teen million  of  dollars. 

Nor  have  those  provisions  of  law  which  make  these  coins 
a  legal  tender  in  all  payments,  been  repealed  or  modified. 

It  follows  that  there  were  two  descriptions  of  money  in  use 
at  the  time  the  tender  under  consideration  was  made,  both 
authorized  by  law,  and  both  made  legal  tender  in  payments. 
Tlie  statute  denomination  of  both  descriptions  was  dollars ; 
but  they  were  essentially  unlike  in  nature.  The  coined 
dollar  was,  as  we  have  said,  a  piece  of  gold  or  silver  of  a 
prescribed  degree  of  purity,  weighing  a  prescribed  number 
of  grains.  The  note  dollar  was  a  promise  to  pay  a  coined 
dollar;  but  it  was  not  a  promise  to  pay  on  demand  nor  at 
any  fixed  time,  nor  was  it,  in  fact,  convertable  into  a  coined 
dollar.  It  was  impossible  in  the  nature  of  things,  that 
these  two  dollars  should  be  the  actual  equivalents  of  each 
other,  nor  was  there  any  thing  in  the  currency  acts  pur- 
porting to  make  them  such.  How  far  they  were,  at  that 
time,  from  being  actual  equivalents  has  been  already  stated. 

If,  then,  po  express  provision  to  the  contrary  be  found  in 
"file  acts  of  Congress,  it  is  a  just  if  not  a  necessary  inference, 
from  the  fact  that  both  descriptions  of  money  were  issued 
by  the  same  government,  that  contracts  to  pay  in  either 
were  equally  sanctioned  by  law.  It  is,  indeed,  difficult  to 
see  how  any  question  can  be  made  on  this  point.  Doubt 
concerning  it  can  only  spring  from  that  confusion  of  ideas 
which  always  attends  the  introduction  of  varying  and  un- 
certain measures  of  value  into  circulation  as  money. 
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The  several  statutes  relating  to  money  and  legal  tender 
must  be  construed  together.  Let  it  be  supposed  then  that  the 
statutes  providing  for  the  coinage  of  gold  and  silver  dollars 
are  found  among  the  statutes  of  the  same  Congress  which 
enacted  the  laws  fqr  the  fabrication  and  issue  of  note 
dollars,  and  that  the  coinage  and  note  acts,  respectively, 
make  coined  dollars  and  note  dollars  legal  tender  in  all  pay- 
ments, as  they  actually  do.  Coined  dollars  are  now  worth 
more  than  note  dollars ;  but  it  is  not  impossible  that  note 
dollars,  actually  convertible  into  coin  at  the  chief  commer- 
cial centres;  receivable  everywhere,  for  all  public  dues; 
and  made,  moreover,  a  legal  tender,  everywhere,  for  all  debts, 
may  become,  at  some  points,  worth  more  than  coined  dol- 
lars. What  reason  can  be  assigned  ,now  for  saying  that  a 
contract  to  pay  coined  dollars  must  be  satisfied  by  the  ten- 
der, of  an  equal  number  of  note  dollars,  which  will  not  be 
equally  valid  then,  for  saying  that  a  contract  to  pay  note 
dollars  must  be  satisfied  by  the  tender  of  an  equal  number 
of  coined  dollars  ? 

It  is  not  easy  to  see  how  difficulties  of  this  soi*t  can  be 
avoided,  except  by  the  admission  that  the  tender  must  be 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract. 

But  we  are  not  left  to  gather  the  intent  of  these  currency 
acts  from  mere  comparison  with  the  coinage  acts.  The  cur- 
rency acts  themselves  provide  for  payments  in  coin.  Duties 
on  imports  must  be  paid  in  coin,  and  interest  on  the  public 
debt,  in  the  absence  of  other  express  provisions,  must  also 
be  paid  in  coin.  And  it  hardly  requires  argument  to  prove 
that  these  positive  requirements  cannot  be  fulfilled  if  eon- 
tracts  between  individuals  to  pay  coin  dollars  can  be  satis- 
fied by  offers  to  pay  their  nominal  equivalent  in  note  dollars. 
The  merchant  who  is  to  pay  duties  in  coin  must  contract 
for  the  coin  which  he  requires;  the  bank  which  receives  the 
coin  on  deposit  contracts  to  repay  coin  on  demand ;  the 
messenger  who  is  sent  to  the  bank  or  the  custom-house 
contracts  to  pay  or  deliver  the  coin  according  to  his  instruc- 
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tlons.  These  are  all  contracts,  either  express  or  implied,  to 
pay  coin.  Is  it  not  plain  that  dirties  cannot  be  paid  in  coin, 
if  these  contracts  cannot  be  enforced  ? 

An  instructive  illustration  may  be  derived  from  another 
provision  of  the  same  acts.  It  is  expressly  provided  that  all 
dues  to  the  government,  except  for  duties  on  imports,  may  be 
paid  in  United  States  notes.  If,  then,  the  government, 
needing  more  coin  than  can  be  collected  from  duties,  con- 
tracts with  some  bank  or  individual  for  the  needed  amount, 
to  be  paid  at  a  certain  day,  can  this  contract  for  coin  be 
performed  by  the  tender  of  an  equal  amount  of  note  dol- 
lars t  Assuredly  it  may  if  the  note  dollars  are  a  legal  tender 
to  the  government,  for  all  dues  except  duties  on  imports. 
And  yet  a  construction  which  will  support  such  a  tender 
will  defeat  a  very  important  intent  of  the  act. 

Another  illustration,  not  less  instructive,  may  be  found  in 
the  contracts  of  the  government  with  depositors  of  bullion 
at  the  mint,  to  pay  them  the  ascertained  value  of  their  de- 
posits in  coin.  These  are  demands  against  the  government 
other  than  for  interest  on  the  public  debt ;  and  the  letter  of 
the  acts  certainly  makes  United  States  notes  payable  for  all 
demands  against  the  government  except  such  interest.  But 
can  any  such  construction  of  the  act  be  maintained  T  Can 
judicial  sanction  be  given  to  the  proposition  that  the  gov- 
ernment may  discharge  its  obligation  to  the  depositors  of 
bullion  by  tendering  them  a  number  of  note  dollars  equi^l  to 
the  number  of  gold  or  silver  dollars  which  it  has  con- 
tiacted  by  law  to  pay  T 

But  we  need  not  pursue  the  subject  further.  It  seems  to 
us  cleai^  beyond  controversy  that  the  act  must  receive  the 
reasonable  construction,  not  only  warranted,  but  required  by 
the  comparison  of  its  provisions  with  the  provisions  of  other 
acts,  and  with  each  other ;  and  that  upon  such  reasonable 
construction  it  must  be  held  to  sustain  the  proposition  that 
express  contracts  to  pay  coined  dollars  can  only  be  satisfied 
by  the  payment  of  coined  dollars.     They  are  not  "Jeife*' 
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which  may  be  satisfied  by  the  tender  of  United  States 
notes. 

It  follows  that  the  tender  under  consideration  was  not 
sufficient  in  law,  and  that  the  decree  directing  satisfaction 
of  the  mortgage  was  erroneous. 

Some  difficulty  has  be^i  felt  in  regard  to  the  judgments 
proper  to  be  entered  upon  contracts  for  the  paymeht  of 
coin.  The  difficulty  arises  from  the  supposition  that  dam- 
ages can  be  assessed  only  in  one  description  of  money.  But 
the  act  of  1792  provides  that  ^'  the  money  of  account  of 
the  United  States  shall  be  expressed  in  dollars,  dimes,  cents^ 
and  mills,  and  that  all  accounts  in  the  public  offices,  and  all 
proceedings  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  kept 
and  had  in  conformity  to  these  regulations.*' 

This  regulation  is  part  of  the  first  coinage  act,  and  doubt- 
less has  reference  to  the  coins  provided  for  by  it.  But  it  is 
a  general  regulation,  and  relates  to  all  accounts  and  all  ju- 
dicial proceedings.  When,  therefore,  two  descriptions  of 
money  are  sanctioned  by  law,  both  expressed  in  dollars  and 
both  made  current  in  payments,  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to 
avoid  ambiguity  and  prevent  a  failure  of  justice,  to  regard 
this  regulation  as  applicabie  alike  to  both.  When,  there- 
fore, contracts  made  payable  in  coin  are  sued  upon,  judg- 
ments may  be  entered  for  coined  dollars  and  parts  of  dollars ; 
and  when  contracts  have  been  made  payable  in  dollars  gen- 
erally, without  specifjang  in  what  description  of  currency 
payment  is  to  be  made,  judgments  may  be  entered  generally, 
without  such  specification. 

We  have  already  adopted  this  rule  as  to  judgments  for 
duties  by  affirming  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  ' 
district  of  Ciilifornia  {Cheang-Kee  agt.  U.  S.,  3  TTaK.,  320),  in 
favor  of  the  United  States,  for  thirteen  hundred  and  eighty- 
eight  dollars  and  ten  cents,  payable  in  gold  and  silver  coin, 
and  judgments  for  express  contracts  between  individuals  for 
the  payment  of  coin  may  be  entered  in  like  manner. 
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It  results  that  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of 
New  York  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  to  that 
court  for  further  prooeedings. 

Mr.  Justice  Davis  concurring  in  the  result  said : 
I  assent  to  the  result  which  a  majority  of  the  court 
have  arrived  at,  that  an  express  contract  to  pay  coin  of  the 
United  States,  made  before  the  act  of  February  25, 1862, 
commonly  called  the  legal  tender  act,  is  not  within  the 
clause  of  that  act  which  makes  treasury  notes  a  legal  ten- 
der in  payment  of  debts ;  but  I  think  it  proper  to  guard 
against  all  possibility  of  misapprehension  by  seating  that  if 
there  be  any  reasoning  in  the  opinion  of  the  majority  which 
can  be  applicable  to  any  other  class  of  cantracts,  it  does  not 
receive  my  assent 

Mr.  Justice  Swayne  said : 

I  concur  in  the  conclusions  announced  by  the  Chief  Jus- 
tice. 

My  opinion  proceeds  entirely  upon  the  language  of  the 
contract  and  the  construction  of  the  statutes. 

The  question  of  the  constitutional  power  of  Congres,  in 
my  judgment  does  not  arise  in  the  case. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Mabgabet  E.  Boniface  agt.  Peter  Relyea. 

An  nnderiaker  yruB  employed.by  on  individnal,  to  soperintend  and  to  have  tLe  whole 
control  of  the  funeral  and  bnrial  of  hiB  deceased  father ;  ho  was  to  furnish  a  cer- 
tain nnmber  of  carriagea'and  horses,  one  of  which  he  was  to  send  to  the  pL&in- 
tiff,  and  carry  her  to  the  cemetery,  and  back  to  New  York.  The  nndertaker  furu- 
iflhed  the  carriages  and  horses  as  agreed ;  and  on  retarning  from  the  cemetery,  the 
driver  of  the  carriage  wherein  waa  the  plaintiff,  stoped  at  a  hotel,  and  left  his 
hones  unhitched ;  and  while  he  was  absent  they  ran  away  and  thro  wed  the 
plaintiff  out  of  the  carriage  and  injured  her.  The  driver  was  the  owner  of  the 
horses  and  carriage. 

ffeld,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  snstain  an  action  for  damages  for  soch  injnry 
against  the  nndertaker. 

The  relaJdon  of  snatier  and  ttrvant  did  not  exist  between  the  undertaker  and  the 
driver. 

General  Term^  November^  1868. 

This  action  was  to  recover  damages  for  an  injury  alleged 
to  have  been  occasioned  by  the  negligent  act  of  the  defend- 
ant's servant. 

The  defendant  was  an  uijdertaker,  and  was  employed  by 
one  DarroW;  |to  superintend  the  funeral  of  his  deceased 
father. 

Darrow  testified  that  he  made  an  arrangement  with  the 
defendant  to  superintend  and  have  the  whole  and  sole  con- 
trol of  the  burial  of  his  deceased  father.  That  the  defend- 
ant was  to  furnish  five  carriages  and  horses,  the  coffin  and 
shroud,  and  attend  to  the  opening  of  the  grave.  He  was  to 
send  two  carriages  to  the  plaintiff's  sister  and  children^  and 
one  to  the  plaintiff^  and  was  to  bring  them  from  their  houses* 
to  the  place  where  the  funeral  was  to  take  place^  and  after- 
wards to  bring  them  back  to  New  York. 

The  defendant  sent  the  agreed  number  of  carriages,  pre- 
sented a  bill  therefor  to  the  witness,  which  was  paid.  In 
the  bill  the  witness  was  charged    for  two  coaches  from 
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Brooklyn,  eleven  dollars;  and  three  coaches  from  New 
York,  twenty  dollars.  The  plaintiff  testified  that  she  rode 
to  the  cemetery  in  one  of  the  coaches  furnished  by  the  de- 
fendant. That  on  leaving  the  cemetery  the  carriage  came 
down  and  stopped  at  a  hotel;  the  driver  got  off  his  box  and 
went  into  the  hotel.  He  had  but  shut  the  door  of  the  hotel, 
when  the  horses  started  on  a  walk ;  they  walked  a  few 
steps  and  then  commenced  to  run  away.  The  carriage 
struck  some  obsticale^  and  the  plaintiff  was  thrown  out  and 
injured. 

It  was  further  proved  that  the  defendant  had  said  ^^  that 
seeing  the  carriage  stop,  he  drove  up  himself  to  the  same 
hotel  and  got  off  and  spoke  to  the  driver ;  ^  that  he  said  to 
the  driver,  "  come  inside  and  I  will  settle  with  you,''  and 
that  he  had  hardly  got  the  door  closed  before  the  horses 
started.  This  evidence,  however,  was  contradicted  by  the 
defendant. 

The  defendant  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  at  the 
close  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence  on  the  ground,  amongst  oth- 
ers, ^r^f,  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  driver  of  the 
carriage  was  in  the  employment  or  under  the  control  or  di- 
rection of  the  defendant ;  and,  secondy  that  the  plaintiff 
had  not  shown  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant. 

The  motion  was  denied,  and  the  defendant  excepted. 

It  was  proved  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  he  did 
not  own  or  keep  any  carriages  or  horses.  That  the  carriage 
and  horses  in  question  were  owned  by  the. driver,  and  were 
hired  for  the  occasion  by  one  Moss,  who  was  in  the  employ- 
ment of  the  defendant. 

The  court  submitted  it  to  the  jury  to  determine  whether 
■  the  driver  was  in  the  employment  and  under  the  control  of 
the  defendant,  charging  them,  that  if  they  found  that  the 
driver  was  in  his  service  and  under  his  control,  the  plaintiff 
could  recover,  if  the  driver  was  negligent  and  the  plaintiff 
was  free  from  negligence. 
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The  defendant's  counsel  requested  the  court  to  charge  the 
jury  that  if  the  defendant  was  himself  an  agent,  carrying 
out  the  directions  of  his  principal  (Darrow),  he  was  not . 
liable. 

The  court  refused  so  to  charge  and  the  defendant  ex- 
cepted. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  assessing  the  damages  at 
four  hundred  dollars. 

The  defendant  appealed. 

C.  Bainbridgb  Smith,  /or  appeUani,  defendant. 
T.  E.  Thresher,  for  respondent^  plaintiff. 

By  the  courtj  Monell,  J.  The  main  questions  in  this  case 
are  presented  hy  the  denial  of  the  motion  to  dismiss  the 
complaint,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  furnished  no 
evidence  that  the  drirer  of  the  carriage  was  in  the  employ- 
ment or  under  the  control  or  direction  of  the  defendant ; 
and  by  the  refusal  to  charge  the  jury  that  if  the  defendant 
was  the  agent  of  Darrow,  who  employed  him,  he  was  not 
liable.  I  do  not  think  any  question  can  properly  be  raised 
now  on  the  evidence  subsequently  furnished  by  the  defend- 
ant, that  the  carriage  and  horses  were  owned  by  the  driver. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  was  not  renewed 
after  such  evidence  had  been  given,  nor  was  there  any  re* 
quest  to  direct,  upon  such  undisputed  facts,  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant. 

The  ground,  therefore,  upon  which  th^  motion  to  dismiss 
the  complaint  was  made,  coupled  with  the  request  to  charge 
the  jury,  present  the  only  question  for  examination. 

The  evidence  was  that  Darrow  employed  the  defendant 
as  undertaker,  to  superintend  and  to  have  the  whole  control 
bf  the  burial  of  his  (Darrow's)  deceased  father.  The  de- 
fendant was  to  furnish  five  carriages  and  horses,  one  of 
which  he  was  to  send  to  the  plaintiff  and  carry  her  to  th6 
cemetery  and  back  to  New  York,     The  carriages  were  fur- 
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uished ;  and  the  negligent  act  of  the  driver  of  the  one  sent 
to  the  plaintiff  and  in  which  she  was  returning  from  the 
cemetery^  caused  the  injury. 

There  was  no  evidence  whatever  that  the  driver  of  the 
carriage  was  the  servant  of  the  defendant,  and  such  relation 
could  be  implied  only  from  the  engagement  of  the  lat- 
ter to  furnish  caniages  for  the  funeral,  apd  furnishing  them 
in  pursuance  of  such  engagement.  And  in  submitting  the 
case  to  the  jury,  they  were  instructed  that  if  they  should 
find  the  driver  of  the  carriage  was  the  servant  of  the  de- 
fendant, he  was  liable ;  under  which  instructions,  the  jury 
were  allowed  to  determine  that  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant  existed  from  the  mere  fact  of  the  defendant's  en- 
gagement with  Darrow. 

By  their  verdict  they  must  have  wholly  rejected  the  un- 
disputed fact  that  the  driver  of  the  carriage  and  horses  was 
their  owner,  which  fact  necessarily,  I  think,  established  con- 
clusively that  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  did  not 
exist. 

The  question  of  respondeat  superior  applies  only  to  the 
immediate  employer  of  the  servant  or  agent  through  whose 
neglience  an  injury  occurs.  There  cannot  be  two  superiors, 
and  the  difficulty  in  all  the  cases  has  been  in  determining 
whose  servant  the  person  was  who  did  the  injury;  when 
that  is  determined,  the  principle  of  respondeat  superior  at 
once  attaches,  and  renders  the  immediate  master  or  em- 
ployer liable. 

It  appears  to  me  to  be  quite  clear,  that  if  it  be  conceded 
that  the  driver  of  the  horses  was  their  o\^  ner  and  was 
merely  employed  by  the  defendant  for  the  service  specified 
in  his  engagement  with  Darrow,  that  such  employment 
alone  would  not  make  the  driver  the  servant  of  the  defend- 
ant. The  mere  hiring  of  a  person  is  not  always  sufficient 
to  create  the  relation  of  master  and  servant.  There  must 
be,  besides  the  hiring,  some  degree  of  actual  control  over 
the  person   hired,  and  some  right  to  direct  him  from  timet 
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as  the  master  may  see  fit;  for  the  responsibility  of  the  mas- 
ter begins  and  ends  with  his  control  over  and  his  right  to  di- 
rect his  servant ;  and;  therefore^  the  master  is  held  to  a  rea- 
sonable care  and  discretion  in  the  choice  of  a  servant. 

There  was  nothing  in  the  contract  with  the  driver  for  the 
use  of  the  carriage,  which  created  the  relation  of  principal 
and  agent  or  of  master  and  servant.  By  the  contract,  the 
driver  was  left  in  the  free  and  independent  use  of  his  own 
judgment;  means  and  skill  in  the  execution  of  it;  and  the 
only  power  the  defendant  could  exert  was  merely  such  as 
one  party  to  a  contract  may  always  exercise,  without  incur- 
ring the  danger  of  expressly  or  impliedly  establishing  a 
difierent  relation  than  that  of  simply  contracting  parties. 

If  in  this  case,  by  any  just  implication,  the  driver  6ould 
be  regarded  as  the  agent  or  servant  of  the  defendant,  within 
the  rule  respondeat  stiperiovj  then  in  every  case  of  hiring  a 
hackney-coach  from  a  public  stand,  or  from  a  livery-stable 
—or  of  a  vessel  to  carry  passengers  on  an  excursion — or  of 
a  contract  to  do  a  specified  work — ^the  driver  of  the  hackney 
or  livery  coach,  or  the  officers  and  crew  of  the  vessel,  or  the 
contractor,  would  be  the  servants  of  the  employer,  and  the 
law  would  imply  his  sanction  of  all  their  acts.  So  that,  if 
I  hire  a  hackney-coach  from  one  of  the  public  stands  to 
carry  me  to  a  given  place,  and  the  driver  negligently  injures 
another,  I  am  responsible ;  or  if  I  hire  of  the  owner,  a  ves- 
sel and  a  crew  to  carry  passengers  on  a  pleasure  excursion,  I 
must  insure  their  skill  and  competency,  and  be  made  liable 
fpr  an  injury  to  a  passenger  through  the  negligence  of  one 
the  crew.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  principle  of  law  which 
sanctions  such  a  proposition.  There  would  be  neither  rea- 
son nor  justice  in  it.  The  foundation  of  the  relation  of 
master  and  servant  being  the  right  to  select  the  servant  and 
the  right  to  control  and  direct  him.  The  owner  of  the 
hackney-coach,  or  of  the  vessel  in  the  cases  stated,  would  be 
the  superior,  and  alone  responsible. 
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and  as  the  defendant's  liability  rests,  in  part  at  least,  upon 
the  existence  of  such  relation,  he  is  not  responsible  for  the 
injury  the  plaintiff  received  through  the  negligence  of  the 
driver. 

It  may  be  said,  however,  that  although  the  relation  of 
master  and  servant  did  not  exist,  or  could  not  fairly  be  pre- 
sumed from  the  mere  act  of  hiring  the  driver,  yet  that  the 
defendant  made  the  driver  his  servant  by  asking  him  to  go 
into  the  hotel  and  he  would  settle  with  him.  But  I  do  not 
see  how  that  fact  alters  the  case.  It  may  be  that  the  invi- 
tation to  the  driver  contributed  to  the  accident,  inasmuch  as 
it  might  be  said  that  the  driver  would  not  have  left  the  horses 
had  he  not  been  solicited  by  the  defendant  to  go  into  the 
hotel.  But  if  the  driver  was  his  own  master,  as  I  have  en- 
deavored to  show  he  was,  and  not  subject  to  the  will  of  the 
defendant,  then  his  accepting  the  invitation  was  a  purely 
voluntary  act.  He  could  have  declined  it ;  and  it  cannot 
be  pretended  that  the  defendant  could  even  have  directed 
him  to  obey  the  request,  or  could  have  exercised  any  other 
power  of  control  over  him  in  the  matter. 

The  driver  being  himself  the  superior,  he  could  not  be- 
come the  servant  of  the  defendant,  except  under  some  con- 
tract, express  or  implied,  creating  him  such — a  mere  tortious 
act,  contributing  to  the  accident,  not  being  sufficient  to  au- 
thorize any  such  implication.  As  well  might  a  stranger 
who  had  invited  the  driver  into  the  hotel,  be  held  to  have 
made  the  driver  his  servant,  as  to  imply  any  jwich  relation 
from  a  like  act  of  the  defendant.  If,  therefore,  the  liabil- 
ity of  the  defendant  rested  upon  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant  {Stevens  agt.  Armstrong^  6  N.  T.  J2.,  635),  it  was 
necessary  to  establish  such  relation  affirmatively  by  com- 
petent proof,  which  the  plaintiff  entirely  failed  to  do  in  this 
case. 

It  was  not  enough,  in  my  judgment,  to  show  that  the 
carriage  and  driver  were  furnished  by  the  defendant,  with- 
out also  showing  some  power  over,  or  right  to  control  the 
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driver,  or  some  fact  to  indicate  that  he  was  in  the  defend- 
ant's service.  Instead  of  furnishing  some  such  evidence, 
the  case  went  to  the  jury  upon  bare  presumptions  or  odd* 
jectures,  and  they  were  left  to  imply  the  relation  of  master 
and  servant  from  the  mere  fact  of  employment. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  plaintiff  wholly  failed  to  estab* 
lish  that  the  driver  of  the  carriage  was  the  servant  of  the  de* 
fendant,  in  any  sense  that  would  render  the  latter  liable  { 
and  that^  therefore^  there  was  no  question  for  the  jury  to 
pass  upon. 

But  there  is  another  reason  arising  under  the  second 
ground  of  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  which  will, 
in  some  degree,  illustrate  the  difficulties  in  the  way  of  a 
recovery  in  this  action. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  riding  in  the  carriage  upon 
the  invitation  of  Darrow.  As  between  her  and  any  of  the 
other  persons  the  service  was  entirely  voluntary.  There 
was  neither  contract  nor  privity  of  contract,  and  the  well 
settled  rule  that  the  omission  to  do  a  voluntary  act  incara 
no  responsibility  (Thorn  agt.  DeaSy  4  J.  IZ.,  84),  applies,  it 
seems  to  me,  to  this  case.  It  is  true,  if  one  voluntarily  uur* 
dertakesfodo  a  thing,  and  does  it  amiss,  he  is  responsible  for 
the  misfeasance ;  but  all  the  cases  of  misfeasance  are  of 
failure  to  perform  a  contract,  and  there  is  not,  that  I  am 
aware  of,  a  case  of  misfeasance  not  founded  on  a  con* 
tract. 

If  the  defendant  had  undertaken  with  the  plaintiff  to  oar* 
ry  her,  and  carried  her  so  negligently  as  to  cause  her  to  be 
injured,  he  might  be  liable  for  the  misfeasance,  for  the  law 
would  probably  imply  that  the  contract  was  to  carry  her 
safely  {Weed  agt.  Panama  B.  B.  Co.,  17  N.  Y.  if.,  362)  j 
and  such  a  contract  might  possibly  be  implied  between  de- 
fendant and  Darrow,  but  the  plaintiff  was  neither  a  party 
nor  privy  to  any  such  contract ;  and  nothing  can  be  implied 
from  the  transaction  which  would  enable  the  plaintiff  t* 
recover  upon  any  such  ground  {Nolton  agt.  Western  B.  22. 
Vol..  XXXYL  80 
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Co.,  15  K  T.  £.9  444).  But  for  an  injury  caused  by  neg- 
ligence, carriers  of  persons  may  be  liable,  not  upon  any 
contract  express  or  implied,  but  for  the  violation  of  a  duty 
which  the  law  imposes  upon  them.  This  was  so  held  in 
Nolton  agt.  Wesiem  JR.  K  Co,f  supra.  In  that  case,  how- 
ever, the  defendant  had  contracted  to  carry  the  mails  and 
also  the  mail  agent,  and  had  received  the  plaintiff  as  such 
mail  agent,  and  he  was  injured  by  their  negligence.  The 
court  in  sustaining  the  action,  put  its  decision  upon  the 
ground  that  the  defendants  had  undertaken  to  transport  the 
plaintiff,  and,  although  a  voluntary  undertaking,  they  were 
liable. 

The  case  of  the  plaintiff  is  no  stronger  than  this.  If  I 
engage  a  carriage  of  a  stable-keeper,  to  carry  a  person  from 
my  house  to  his  own,  and  he  is  injured  by  the  driver's  neg- 
ligence ;  or,  if  I  carry  him  in  my  own  carriage,  with  my 
hired  sen'ant,  and  he  is  injured,  am  I  liable  for  the  injury  t 
I  think  not.  In  those  cases,  I  can,  at  most,  be  held  to  ex- 
ercise ordinary  care,  and  am  not  answerable  for  the  want  of 
care  of  the  servant ;  so  that,  even  assuming  that  the  driver 
of  the  carriage  was  the  servant  of  the  defendant,  the  plain- 
tiff, a  mere  passenger  without  hire,  could  not  recover  unless, 
as  in  the  case  stated  (ot  a  person  to  whom  I  lend  my  car- 
riage and  horses),  I  can  be  held  responsible  for  the  want  of 
care  of  my  servant. 

The  conclusion  I  have  reached  renders  it  unnecessary  to  ex- 
amine the  exception  to  the  refusal  to  charge  the  jury  that, 
if  the  defendant  was  the  agent  of  Darrow  and  furnished  the 
carriages  as  his  agent,  Darrow,  and  not  defendant,  was  liable. 
The  proposition,  as  matter  of  law,  was  correct,  and  it  was 
an  error  to  decline  to  charge  it,  if  there  was  any  evidence 
upon  which  it  could  operate.  I  think  there  was  some  evi- 
dence. Darrow  engaged  the  defendant  to  furnish  the  car- 
riages ;  the  defendant  had  none  of  his  own,  and  procured 
others — acting,  therefore,  in  the  quasi  capacity  of  agent 
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for  DarroWy  and  rendering  him  liable  to  the  owners  for  the 
8ame« 

But  for  the  first  reason  stated,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
judgment  should  b.6  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted,  with 
cost  to  the  appellanty  to  abide  tlie  event, 

Jones,  J.,  concurred  in  reversing  the  judgment,  on  the 
first  grond  stated,  u  e.  that  the  evidence  did  not  show  the 
relation  of  master  and  servant  between  the  defendant  and 
the  driver. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Bradford  Burdick,  appellant,  agt.  Aaron  Washburn, 
respondent 


Where  the  owner  of  a  fann  enters  ii  to  an  agreement  wffh  a  tenant,  Rfid  leti  bin 
bit  fiirm  on  terms  in  sabstance,  that  the  owner  is  to  fiiniish  the  farm  witb  tbe  Into 
•Cock  iif^reed  npon,  and  certain  pArts  of  the  seed,  grain  and  frrnss  seeds,  and  the 
tenant  is  to  fnmifth  and  snppl y  the  residne,  and  perform  tbe  labor  and  devote  the 
care  required  for  the  purpose  of  eiirrying  on  ihe  farm  in  a  workmanlike  manner, 
providing  for  and  taking  care  of  the  stock  and  its  increase,  and  to  leave  upon  tfaft 
farm  at  the  expiration  of  his  term,  the  same  amoant  of  live  stock  be  received  from 
the  owner,  agreeing  to  deliver  to  the  owner  one-half  of  all  the  products  of  the 
farm  ;  but  no  provision  made  of  the  hay  which  should  be  raised  on  the  turn: 

The  enterprise,  thongh  not  a  partnership  is  in  the  nature  of  one ;  the  leading  object 
being  to  place  the  tenant  in  a  situation  where  be  could  work  the  farm  on  iharoa 
for  the  lienefit  of  both. 

The  tenant  therefore  had  a  right  to  feed  out  the  bay,  on  the  farm,  to  tbe  stock  and 
horses  designated  in  the  agreement  to  be  kepi  on  the  farm :  and  if  there  was  anj 
exceu  of  Aay  remaining  after  he  had  performed  all  bis  obligations  ander  tbe  agree- 
DMnt,  it  belonged  to  him  and  not  to  the  owner. 

The  owner,  before  the  expiration  of  the  term,  having  turned  the  tenant  ont  of  pos- 
session of  the  premises,  and  taken  possession  himself,  on  tbe  alleged  ground  that 
the  tenant  was  feeding  his  (tenant's)  horses  on  the  hay  in  violatiou  of  tbe  agra^ 
ment,  laid  himself  liable  in  damages  to  the  tenant  for  the  value  of  whatever  ex- 
cess of  hay  there  might  be  proved  to  be. 


Erie  General  Term^  Maj/y  1866. 

Before  Grover,  Daniels,  Marvin  and  Davis,  Justices. 

TiTis  action  was  originally  brought  in  justices'  court,  in 
the  county  of  Allegany,  and  upon  the  trial  before  the  jus- 
tice, the  plaintiff  recovered  a  iudgment  exceeding  the  sum 
of  fifty  dollars.  The  defendant  appealed  to  the  county  court 
of  that  county,  where  a  new  trial  was  had,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  non-suited.  A  motion  was  made  for  a  new  trial  before 
court,  upon  exceptions  taken  at  the  trial,  which  was  denied. 

And  from  the  order  denying  a  new  trial  the  plaintiff 
appealed  to  this  court. 
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Hakes  <&  Stevens,  for  appellant. 

L  It  is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  inasmuch ' 
as  there  is  no  provision  in  the  contract  for  dividing  the  hay 
which  might  be  raised,  that  the  title  to  the  whole  of  the  hay 
vested  in  the  tenant  and  that  Washburn  chose  to  rely  on  the 
agreement  of  the  tenant,  viz:  "To  pay  the  said  Washburn 
one-half  of  the  avails  of  the  stock,  that  is  one-hulf  of  the 
butter,  cheese,  &c.,  together  with  one-half  of  the  growth  of 
said  stock,  and  leave  at  the  expiration  of  his  term  as  much 
stock  as  he  receives  now  on  the  premises."  By  the  terms 
of  the  contract  the  plaintiff  took  the  risks  of  the  seasons, 
and  in  the  event  of  loss  of  the  hay,  even  without  the  fault 
of  the  plamtiff,  it  would  be  his  loss.  Such  a  loss  would  con- 
stitute no  defense  to  an  action  brought  by  Washburn  upon 
an  alleged  breach  of  the  covenant,  "  to  pay  the  said  Wash- 
burn one-half  of  the  avails,"  &c.  The  plaintiff  being  the 
sole  owner  of  the  hay,  could  maintain  trover  against  Wash- 
burn  or  any  other  person,  for  its  conversion.  {Stewart  agt. 
JDougJUy^  9  John.,  108.) 

n.  But  upon  the  assumption  that  the  parties  were  ten- 
ants in  common  of  the  hay  in  question,  yet  there  being  a 
destruction  of  the  whole  of  the  hay,  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  recover  for  the  one  undivided  half  at  least.  The 
conduct  of  the  defendant  was  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of 
recognizing  an  ownership  by  the  tenant  to  any  portion  of 
the  hay,  or  any  interest  in  the  cattle  or  avails.  In  the  case 
of  Fobes  agt.  Slmttuch  {22  Barb.y  672),  the  court  by  Mr. 
Justice MuLLETT,  remark :  "It  appears  that  the  defendant 
(tenant),  was  proceeding  to  do  this  (perform  his  contract), 
when  he  was  stopped  and  prevented  by  the  claim  and  con- 
duct of  the  plaintiff  (landlord),  which  might  have  amounted 
to  a  constructive  conversion  on  his  part  of  the  whole  of  the 
wheat.''  The  court  further  remark  at  the  bottom  of  the 
page,  that  **By  this  claim  and  conduct  the  plaintiff  might 
have  been  considered  as  waiving  the  performance  of  any  tur- 
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ther  acts  by  the  defendant  as  a  tenant  in  common,  and  elect- 
ing to  rely  upon  his  ownership  of  the  whole  cf  the  wheat** 
(the  property  in  question),  clearly  showing  that  the  conduct 
of  the  defendant  in  the  case  at  bar  would  be  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  conversion  without  a  sale  or  destruction.  Bat 
when  it  is  made  to  appear,  as  in  this  case,  that  the  whole 
of  the  hay  was  used  up  without  any  recognition  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  of  any  right  in  the  plaintiff,  either  to  the 
hay  or  the  cattle,  or  the  avails  of  them.  A  conversion  by 
the  defendant  is  shown,  not  only  of  the  hay,  but  of  any 
interest  which  the  plaintiff  might  have  in  the  stock  or  avails. 
(Benedict  agt.  Hoicardj  31  Barb.^  669.) 

III.  The  defendant  in  feeding  the  hay  to  '•a  span  of 
horses  and  a  cow  besides,**  in  addition  to  the  stock  which 
Washburn  put  on  to  the  place,  would  be  liable  for  one  half 
the  hay  so  fed,  even  if  he  had  taken  possession  of  the  hay 
and  stock  for  the  common  benefit  of  both  parties. 

The  plaintiff  in  leaving  the  premises  when  ordered  by  the 
defendant  so  to  do,  after  the  defendant  took  possession  in  the 
manner  he  did,  cannot  be  considered  as  abandoning  his  legal 
right  to  his  property.  Hence  it  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff 
that  the  county  court  erred  in  granting  a  non-suit,  and  in 
denying  the  plaintift'*s  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

W.  M.  Hawley,  for  respondent 

I.  The  hay  is  not  mentioned  in  the  lease,  nor  js  it  referred 
to  except  by  inference.  Provision  is  made  for  the  keeping 
of  one  cow  for  the  individual  use  of  the  plaintiff^  and  one 
cow  and  one  iiorse  for  the  defendant. 

By  a  fair  construction  of  the  lease  the  residue  of  the  hay 
was  to  be  fed  to  the  stock,  let  with  the  farm,  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  keep  it,  during  the  continuance  of  the  lease. 

The  fact  that  no  provision  was  made  for  its  division  or  sale 
during  the  term,  strongly  favors  such  construction,  and  shows 
such  to  have  been  the  intention  and  understanding  of  the 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  471 

Bardick  agt.  Waahbarn. 

parties.  The  plaintiff's  compensation  for  securing  the  hay 
was  provided  for  in  the  growth  and  increased  value  of  the 
stock.  As  to  which  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  sur- 
plus,  if  any,  at  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  and  in  what  pro-* 
portions,  it  is  not  necessary  now  to  determine. 

II.  It  is  conceded  that  so  far  as  the  grain,  butter,  cheese, 
apples,  &c.,  had  been  divided,  the  lease  was  to  that  extent 
executed,  and  the  title  of  each  party  to  his  share  fixed  and 
perfect.  But  as  to  the  hay,  growth  of  stock,  &c.,  which 
had  not  been  divided,  and  for  the  division  of  which  no  pro- 
vision was  made ;  it  is  insisted  that  the  plaintiff's  title  was 
subject  to  the  terms  of  the  lease,  and  could  not  mature  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  term.  A  violation  of  the  agtee- 
meut  by  the  defendant,  or  his  refusal  to  allow  the  plaintiff 
to  occupy  the  premises  under  it,  cannot  aid  the  plaintiff's 
title  to  the  hay,  nor  to  the  increased  value  of  the  stock,  so 
as  to  enable  him  to  maintain  trover  for  either,  although  it 
might  furnish  the  plaintiff  an  immediate  remedy  by  action 
for  all  his  damages  occasioned  by  the  default  of  the  defend- 
ant, including  his  interest  in  the  hay,  stock,  &c.,  as  well  as 
for  his  labor  and  loss  of  profits,  in  which  action  all  the  righ^ 
of  both  parties  could  be  litigated  and  determined,  and  such 
is  the  policy  of  the  law.     {See  1 9  TFewrf.,  207,  and  cases  cited,) 

III.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  hay  was  ted  by  the  de- 
fendant to  the  same  stock  it  was  to  have  been  fed  to  by  the 
plaintiff  if  he  had  remained  there.  Trover  will  not  lie  for 
such  an  appropriation  of  the  property.    (See  1  Taunton^  2il.) 

IV.  The  plaintiff  had  violated  and  forfeited  the  lease  on 
his  part,  by  taking  and  carrying  away  seven  or  eight  hun- 
dred of  the  hay,  and  feeding  it  to  other  stock  on  another 
farm,  and  by  keeping  his  team  on  the  hay  in  question  with- 
out defendant's  consent.  The  defendant  had  good  cause  to 
terminate  the  lease  to  save  the  residue  of  his  property.  At 
all  events  he  has  a  right  to  insist  that  the  litigation  upon 
the  lease  shall  be  in  such  form  as  to  allow  of  recoupment 
and  counter  claims  for  damages  on  his  part. 
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y.  When  the  plaintifT  surrendered  up  the  possession  and 
property,  no  matter  for  what  cause,  he  surrendered  with  it 
his  title  to  the  hay,  and  all  else  that  remained  undivided. 
It  the  surrender  was  voluntary,  he  is  without  remedy.  If 
forced  to  surrender,  his  remedy  is  perfect,  by  action  against 
the  defendant  for  a  violation  of  the  agreement,  and  it  is  in- 
sisted that  such  is  his  only  remedy.  The  rule  sometimes  in- 
sisted upon,  allowing  the  plaintiff  to  choose  between  differ- 
ent forms  of  action  for  the  same  cause,  applies  to  cases  where 
a  single  action  in  either  form  will  close  the  litigation,  but 
does  not  apply  here.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  in  this 
case  the  plaintiff  was  completely  ousted,  and  the  lease  whol- 
ly and  totally  terminated,  he  no  longer  occupied  under  it. 
All  the  right  of  action  he  has,  or  ever  can  have  under  the 
lease  or  for  its  violation,  was  perfect  the  moment  he  sur- 
rendered possession.  A  single  action  will  afford  him  a  full 
and  perfect  remedy.  The  defendant  insists  that  the  plain- 
tiff shall  be  confined  to  an  action  in  such  form  as  will  enable 
the  defendant  to  make  recoupment,  and  litigate  and  submit 
his  counter-claims  growing  out  of  the  same  contract.  In  any 
view  of  the  case,  the  decision  of  the  county  court  is  corr^ict. 

JBy  the  courty  Daniels,  J.  The  plaintiff  claimed  upon  the 
trial  of  this  action  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  the  value 
of  a  quantity  of  hay,  which  it  was  alleged  the  defendant 
had  converted  to  his  own  use.  The  hay  had  been  cut  by 
the  plaintiff  upon  a  farm  which  the  defendant  owned,  and 
had  let  to  the  plaintiff  by  an  agreement,  dated  on  the  four- 
teenth of  July,  1862.  By  the  terms  of  the  agreement  the 
plaintiff  was  to  have  the  farm,  except  the  house  and  garden, 
together  with  four  cows,  two  yearling  heifers  and  two  steer 
calves,  until  the  first  of  April,  1865,  and  to  fnmish  the  grass 
seed  for  seeding  down  the  land  broken  up  at  the  date  of  the 
agreement. 

And  one-half  that  required  to  seed  down  such  land  as 
should  be  afte^cwards  broken  up.      For  which  the  plaintiff 
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agreed  to  do  all  the  work  upon  the  farm^  work  it  in  a  work- 
manlike manner,  and  trim  the  orchard.  He  also  agreed  to 
geed  down  the  land  required  to  be  sown  witii  grass  seed,  and 
furnish  half  the  seed  for  that  which  should  be  broke  1  up 
after  the  making  of  the  agreement,  and  half  the  seed  grain, 
and  to  deliver  one-halt  the  gra'in,  potatoes,  &c.,  in  the  half- 
bushel,  and  one-half  the  butter,  cheese,  &c.,  together  witH 
one-half  the  growth  of  the  stock,  to  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  was  to  have  his  fire-wood  from  the  farm, 
and  one-half  the  apples  and  cider. 

The  plaintiff  had  possession  of  the  farm,  and  carried  itV)n 
under  the  agreement,  until  the  seventh  of  January,  1S63, 
when  the  defendant  entered  upon  it  and  turned  him  out  of 
possession.  Previous  to  that  time  the  plaintiff  had  fed  his 
team  from  the  hay,  cut  upon  the  farm,  which  the  defendant ' 
claimed  was  in  violation  of  the  agreement,  and  on  that  ac- 
count he  dispossessed  him.  The  hay  in  question  remained 
upon  the  farm,  and  was  afterwards  consumed  by  the  stock 
placed  upon  it  under  the  agreement,  and  a  span  pf  horses 
and  cow  belonging  to  the  defendant.  By  the  terms  of  the 
agreement  ihe  defendant  was  entitled  to  have  one  cow  and 
one  horse  kept  upon  the  premises.  ^  This  use  of  the  hay  the 
county  court  held  to  be  justified  by  the  agreement,  and 
therefore  non-suited  the  plaintiff.  No  express  provision  is 
contained  in  the  agreement,  relating  to  the  hay  that  should 
be  raised  upon  the  farm,  or  indicating  what  should  be  done 
with  it  by  the  plaintiff. 

What  ever  his  obligations  were  in  that  respect  must  be 
determined  constructively  or  inferentially  fro.n  the  subject 
matter  to  which  it  related,  and  to  the  provisions  contained 
in  it.  And  to  reach  such  determination  the  circumstances 
should  be  considered  undei*  which  the  parties  made  and  en- 
tered into  the  agreement 

This  is  a  well  settled  and  familiar  rule.  {Springsteen  agt* 
Sampson^  32  N.  Z,  703.) 
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At  that  time  they  contemplated  and  intended  that  the 
plaintiff  should  take  and  cultivate  the  defendant's  farm,  and 
receive  and  maintain  upon  it  certain  live  stock,  for  their  joint 
and  mutual  profit  and  advantage.  As  his  share  of  the  joint 
adventure,  the  defendant  furnished  the  farm,  the  live  stock 
and  certain  parts  of  the  seed  grain  and  grass  seed.  While  as 
an  equivalent  for  that  the  plainlifT  was  to  furnish  and  sup- 
ply the  residue,  and  perform  the  labor  and  devote  the  care 
required  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  farm,  providing 
for  and  taking  care  of  the  stock  and  its  increase,  in  a  work- 
manlike maimer,  and  to  leave  upon  the  farm  at  the  expira- 
tion of  his  term,  the  same  amount  of  live  stock  he  received 
from  the  defendant.  The  enterprise  though  not  a  partner- 
ship, was  in  the  nature  of  one.  The  object  was  to  secure 
the  joint  benefit  and  profit  of  the  parties,  each  contributing 
certain  means  to  tiie  production  of  that  result. 

The  leading  object  was  to  place  the  plaintiff  in  a  situation 
where  he  could  work  the  farm  on  shares.  And  the  stock 
was  placed  upon  it  to  enable  him  to  secure  the  increase  and 
make  the  butter  and  cheese,  which  were  to  be  divided 
equally  between  himself  and  the  defendant. 

The  stock  was  to  be  sustained  upon  and  by  the  farm, 
which  could  only  be  done  by  feeding  to  it  the  hay  raised 
upon  the  farm,  so  far  as  that  was  necessaiy  for  that  purpose. 
If  instead  of  the  hay  being  produced  from  the  farm,  the 
parties  had  niutually  agreed  to  supply  it  by  joint  purchase,  for 
the  same  purpose,  there  would  be  no  question  made  but  that 
they  would  own  it  as  tenants  in  common.  And  there  can  be 
no  legal  or  substantial  difference  between  the  effect  of  such 
a  purchase  and  the  production  of  it  in  the  manner  contem- 
plated by  this  ajgreement,  for  it  resulted  from  the  joint  means 
of -the  phiintifT  and  defendant;  one  contributing  the  land, 
and  the  other  the  labor  that  produced  it.  Instead  of  deliv- 
ering one  half  the  hay  directly  to  the  defendant,  as  the 
plaintiff*  covenanted  respecting  the  grain,  potatoes,  apples, 
cider,  and  increase  of  the  stock,  he  undertook  to  deliver  to 
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him  one  half  the  resulfc  of  it  in  the  form  of  the  butter  and 
cheese  that  should  be  produced  by  it,  which  was  only 
another  form  of  giving  the  defendant  one  half  the  hay  re- 
quired to  keep  the  stock. 

In  that  manner  he  would  have  the  benefit  from  it  just 
as  much,  and  probably  more  so,  than  he  would  if  one  half 
the  hay  had  been  delivered  over  to  him.  The  plaintiff  cov- 
enanted to  work  the  farm  in  a  workmanlike  manner,  which 
could  only  be  performed  in  this  respect  by  feeding  the  stock 
he  was  to  keep  upon  it,  with  the  hay  produced  by  it.  Un- 
der this  view  of  the  agreement,  the  defendant's  interest  in 
the  hay  was  the  same  in  effect,  though  not  as  direct  as  that 
which  it  secured  to  him  in  the  grain,  apples,  and  cider;  and 
such  interest,  it  is  well  settled  was  that  of  a  tenant  in  com- 
mon w^ith  the  plaintiff.  {Jackson  agt.  Brownell,  1  John.^ 
267 ;  Demott  agt.  Hayman,  8  Cowerij  220 ;  •  Caswell  agt. 
Districh,15  Wend.,  379;  Putnam  agt.  Wise,  1  HiU,  234; 
Tripp  agt.  /itfcy,  15  Barb.j  333;  Dinehart  agt.  Wilson,  Id., 
695.) 

When  the  defendant  took  possession  of  the  hay  in  ques- 
tion, therefore,  he  did  not  convert  the  property  so  as  to  au- 
thorize the  plaintiff  to  maintain  trover  for  it,  even  though 
the  plaintiff  had  not  forfeited  his  rights  under  the  contract, 
by  feeding  his  own  horses  upon  the  hay  raised  from  the  farm, 
for  nothing  It^ss  than  the  destruction  or  sale  of  the  joint 
property,  will  constitute  a  conversion  by  a  tenant  in  com- 
mon, or  joint  tenant.  And  as  the  hay  was  mostl)''  devoted 
to  the  same  purposes  by  the  defendant,  which  the  plaintiff 
had  covenanted  to  devote  it  to  by  the  agreement,  that  of 
feeding  and  maintaining  the  live  stock  placed  npon  the  farm, 
he  was  not  chargeable  with  a  conversion  in  that  appropria- 
tion of  it;  for  changing  the  form  a  of  chattel  by  one  joint 
owner,  by  converting  it  to  its  ultimately  intended  and  pro f- 
itabe  use,  is  not  wrongful  in  judgment  of  law.  (2  Hlliard 
on  Torts,  425-8 ;  2  Greenleaf  on  Evidenc€y  §  646 ;  Fleming 
agt.  Greenville^  1  Taunt.  241.) 


476       ^^^^  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Biirdtck  agt  Wiuhbani. 

But  tbe  defendant  kept  one  horse  upon  the  hay,  besides 
the  horse  and  cow  lie  was  entitled  under  tbe  contract  to  have 
maintained  upon  the  farm.  By  tJie  terms  of  the  contract 
there  was  no  disposition  either  expressly  or  impliedly  made 
of  the  hay  that  might  remain,  after  the  stock  placed  upon 
the  farm,  together  with  the  defendant's  horse  and  cow  had 
been  fed  upon  it,  so  far  as  they  required  it.  The  excess,  if 
any  remained  after  the  plaintiff  had  performed  all  the  dbliga-^ 
tions  in  that  respect  resting  upon  him,  would  vest  in  and  be- 
long to  the  plaintiff.  That  there  was  such  an  excess  may 
be  fairly  and  reasonably  inferred,  from  the  circumstance 
that  the  defendant  w^as  able  to  feed  one  horse  upon 
it  in  addition  to  the  stock — horse  and  cow  the  plaintiff 
was  bound  to  maintain  with  it;  and  for  that  excess^ 
whatever  it  might  be  proven  to  be  worth,  the  plaintiff 
should  have  been  allowed  to  recover  by  the  county 
court.  To  that  extent,  and  to  that  only,  the  defendant  be- 
came liable  to  the  plaintiff,  in  the  fonn  of  action  adopted  in 
this  case  ;  and  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  the  actioa 
to  that  extent,  the  order  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
directed. 
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In  the  Matter  of  the  Petitiox  of  John  R.  Cecil 
and  Others. 

In  an  election  for  directors  of  a  Gat  Light  Company,  the  inspectors  of  the  eleeUon 
have  no  power  to  try  and  determine  the  fftnuineneu  of  Iht  proxies  offered  to  be 
Toted  apon.  If  they  are  apparently  the  acts  of  the  stockholders,  and  regvlar  vpoii 
their  face,  that  ends  the  matter  so  for  as  the  inspectors  are  convened. 

Nor  hare  the  inspectors  the  power  to  require  a  stockholder  voting  in  person  or  by 
proXT)  to  make  affldavU  that  the  stock  is  not  kypothtrated. 

An  objection  that  this  proceeding  applies  only  to  monieA  curporations  is  not  sostain* 
able.  The  Revised  Statutes  applies  to  all  corporations  except  libraries,  religioni 
•oeieties,  and  eerCain  monied  institutions. 

New  Torkj  Special  Term^  February^  1969. 

This  wds  an  application  on  the  part  of  the  petitioners  to 
set  aside  the  election  of  three  out  of  the  twelve  directors  of 
the  Metcropolitan  Gas  Light  Company. 

The  grounds  of  the  application  were  alleged  irregulari- 
ties on  the  part  of  the  inspectors  who  conducted  the  eleo* 
tion. 

It  was  decided  hy  the  inspectors  that  proxies  presented 
by  persons  who  oflfered  to  vote  in  that  way,  could  not  be  re- 
ceived, if  objected  to,  unless  the  execution  of  the  same  was 
proved  by  the  certificate  of  some  officer  duly  authorized  to  take 
acknowledgments  of  the  execution  of  instruments,  or  by  the 
proof  or  affidavit  of  its  execution  by  a  subscribing  witness. 
A  sufficient  number  of  votes  to  have  elected  the  petitioners 
over  the  respondents  were  rejected  for  such  reasons ;  other 
votes  were  also  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  stockhdider 
offering  to  vote  in  person^  declined  to  make  an  affidavit  that 
the  stock  owned  by  him  ^  as  not  hypothecated.  It  was 
also  decided  by  the  inspectors  that  no  proxy  could  be  voted 
on  unless  the  same  was  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  that 
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the  shares  on  which  said  proxy  was  given,  had  not  been  hy* 
pothecated  by  the  person  who  gave  the  proxy* 

John  E.  Burrill,  for  the  petitioner. 
William  II.  Arnoux,  for  respondent. 
HooPEii  C.  Van  Vorst,  for  the  corporation. 

Cardozo,  J.  The  inspectors  entirely  mistook  their  pow- 
ers and  duties.     They  are  purely  ministerial  officers. 

When  a  proxy  apparently  executed  by  the  stockholder, 
regular  in  form  was  presentnd  to  them,  they  had  no  right  to 
refuse  to  receive  the  vote,  or  assume  to  themselves  the 
power  of  a  judicial  tribunal  to  try  its  genuineness.  If  it 
were  apparently  the  act  of  the  stockholder,  and  regular 
upon  its  face,  that  ended  the  matter  so  far  as  the  inspect- 
ors were  concerned*  If  for  any  reason,  not  apparent  upon 
its  face,  it  was  invalid,  redress  must  be  sought  from  the 
courts  after  the  election,  if  its  being  used  worked  any- detri- 
ment. 

The  question  whether  the  stock  was  hypothecated,  was 
wholly  immaterial,  this  not  being  a  monied  corporation. 

The  preliminary  objection  that  this  proceeding  only  ap- 
plies to  monied  corporations  is  not  well  taken. 

The  proceeding  of  course  could  not  be  taken  under  the 
act  in  relation  to  monied  corporatiors  (1^^  Ed.  Stai.yp.  554:  ^ 
47,  48)  but  it  is  within  the  1st  R.  S.  {Ed.  8tat.)y  p.  660  §  5, 
which  applies  to  all  corporations  except  libraries,  religious 
societies  and  certain  monied  institutions. 

The  election  as  to  the  three  directors  mentioned  in  the 
petition  must  be  set  aside  and  a  new  election  ordered.  The 
provisions  of  the  order  will  be  settled  on  notice. 
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John  E.  Dabrow,  Receiver,  &c.  ogt«  Richahd  I.  Brufp, 

and  others. 

A  general  a»t{{j»menl  for  the  htnefit  of  creditors^  of  u  limited  partnership,  exccnted 
and  Mckn'>\TleiJ;;ed  by  the  retuUnt  partner  in  pernou,  for  hitnaelf,  for  thp  ttrin  and  as 
the  attorney  in  f  ict  pf  the  non  rttidtiU  partnerM,  is  aafficienlly  ezecated. 

Non  resilient  n.eiuliers  of  a  firm  are  not  necessarily  included  in  the  itatatoTy 
reqnirentent  of  a  personal  execution  and  aoknowledj^ment  by  each  of  the 
assignuts. 

Special  Terntj  Decembery  1868, 

The  plaiiitifT  as  a  receiver^  appointed  in  supplementary 
proceedings,  filed  a  bill  to  set  aside  the  general  assignment 
of  a  special  partnership,  upon  the  single  ground  that  it  was 
not  executed  and  acknowledged  by  ail  of  the  general  part- 
ners iu  person,  before  delivery  to  the  assignee.  One  of 
the  partners  resided  in  New  York,  and  the  other  two  in 
New  Orleans.  The  remaining  facts  are  sufficiently  stated  ki  ^ 
the  opiuion. 

William  H.  DiCKTNSONf  for  plaintiff. 
Augustus  P.  Smcth,  for  defendant 

Barrett^  J.  The  instrument  in  question  was  the  gen- 
eral assignment  of  a  special  or  limited  partnership.  It  was 
acknowledged  by  the  resident  partner  in  person,  for  himself, 
for  the  firm,  and  as  the  attorney,  in  fact,  of  the  non-resident 
partners,  wlio  promptly  ratified  his  acts.  It  is,  therefore, 
distinguishable  from  Adams  agt.  HougJUon  (3  Abb.  N.  S.  4G), 
which  was  a  case  of  an  assignment  by  resident  debtors  ex- 
clusively. That  case  went  far  enough,  and  I  entirely  con- 
concur  in  Judge  Brady's  intimation  that  non-resident  mem- 
bers of  a  firm  are  not  necessarily  included  in  the  statutory 
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requirement  of  a  personal  execution  and  acknowledgment 
by  each  of  the  assignors.  The  legislature  could  never  have 
contemplated  nor  intended  that  the  property  of  an  embar- 
rassed or  insolvent  firm  should  be  left  to  be  scrambled  for 
in  a  creditors'  race  of  diligence,  and  to  be  sacrificed  upon 
the  first-acquired  executions,  while  the  assignment  is  travel- 
ing, perhaps  thousands  of  miles,  for  the  signature  and  ac- 
knowledgment of  a  single  non-resident  partner.  Such  a 
construction  would  be  especially  unreasonable  in  the  case  of 
a  limited  partnership,  where  equality  in  the  distribution  of 
the  assets  is  one  of  the  duties  imposed  upon  the  partners. 
It  would  be  a  most  inharmonious  state  of  the  law,  were  the 
practical  working  of  the  equality  so  prescribed  made  to  ef- 
fect a  complete  inversion  of  the  intention.  I  am  therefore 
of  opinion  that  the  assignment  in  question  is  valid  and  that 
the  complaint  should  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
The  East  New  York  and  Jamaica  Railroad  Compant 

agt.  WlLUAU  A.  LlGHTHALL. 

A  corpmUion  (railroad)  can  act  only  hj  and  throngh  its  offieen  and  agents.  Henoe 
the  acts  of  saoh  o£Eloen  and  agents,  performed  within  the  scope  of  their  general 
official  duties,  are  binding  npon  the  corporation. 

BeoeiTing  payment  of  mb$cripiumt  to  its  capital  ttoekf  is  no  more  out  of  the  line  of 
the  pretidenVt  duty,  than  receiving  payment  for  any  other  debt 

Therefore,  where  the  president  of  the  corporation  receives  payment  of  the  sab- 
Bcriptions,  to  its  capital  stock  in  anything  other  than  money,  his  act  is  binding 
npon  tbe  corporation,  nnleas  the  eorporation  Itself  is  incapable  of  receiving  pay- 
ment in  that  way ;  an^  this  is  so,  notwithstanding  the  authority  given  to  the 
president  may  have  been  limited  in  terms,  to  ooUectaons  in  money  only. 

Every  corporation  has,  besides  the  powers  expressly  conferred  by  its  charter,  cer- 
tain common  law  powers,  which  may  be  exerciBsd  in  fonherance  of  the  pnrposes 
of  the  corporation. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case  having  no  limitation  in  its  charter  to  the  ordinary  implied 
powers  of  aU  corporations,  nor  any  provision  which,  either  in  express  terms  or 
by  necessary  implication,  defines  the  thing  which  the  plaintiif  shall  receive  in 
payment  for  debts  dne  to  the  eorporation,  the  receipt  by  their  president  of  coal  $tock 
of  another  corporation,  inpayment  for  the  defendant's  snbscription  to  the  capital 
stock  of  the  plaintiff,  was  the  receipt  thereof  by  the  plaintiiZ^  and  cannot  now  be 
rejected  for  want  of  anthority. 

General  Term^  Deeemher,  1868. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  sub- 
scription made  by  the  defendant  to  the  capital  stock  of  the 
plaintifis.     The  defence  was  payment. 

It  was  proved  that  the  subscription  was  made  in  July, 
1866.  The  defendant  testified  that,  about  the  1st  of  No- 
vember^  one  Degrauw,  the  president  of  the  plaintiff's  com- 
pany,  came  on  board  the  cars  at  Jamaica  and  asked  the  de- 
fendant if  he  would  sell  him  coal  stock.  Defendant  replied' 
he  would  upon  one  condition.  That  he  owed  the  plaintiff 
one  thousand  dollars,  and  wanted  to  pay  it  for  some  time, 
and  would  sell  the  coal  stock  on  that  condition  at  the  same 
price  he  paid  for  it — thirty  dollars  a  share.  Degrauw  told 
Vol.  XXXVL  81 
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defendant  to  come  to  his  oflSce.  The  next  day  defendant 
called  at  Degrauw'a  oflSce,  and  transfeired  to  Degrauw  one 
hundred  shares  of  the  stock  of  the  Mahony  Coal  Company, 
and  received  two  acceptances  of  Degranw  of  one  thousand 
dollars  each,  and  the  following  written  agreement : 

New  Yobk,  November  1,  1866. 

^*  I  hereby  agree  to  deliver  to  William  A.  Lighthall,  on 

the  completion  of  the  extension  to  Jamaica  of  the  East  New 

York  and  Jamaica  Railroad  Company,  a  certificate  of  stock 

of  (20)  twenty  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  said  company. 

<«  Aaron  A.  Degbauw." 
A  witness  for  the  defendant  testified  that  at  the  time  the 
coal  stock  was  transferred,  the  defendant  said  to  Degrauw, 
^^  this  pays  my  subscription  for  one  thousand  dollars  ;^  and 
Degrauw  said,  **  Yes,  that  is  all  right ;  when  the  stock  is 
issued,  I  will  give  it  to  you." 

Degrauw  contradicted  all  this  evidence ;  and  there  was 
much  other  conflicting  evidence,  as  to  whether  Degrauw 
agreed  to  teke  the  coal  stock  as  payment  for  the  subscrip- 
tion. Degrauw  also  testified  that  he,  Mr.  Black,  and  the 
secretary,  were  authorized  by  the  plaintiff  to  collect  the 
«tock  subscriptions,  but  were  never  authorized  to  accept,  in 
payment  of  the  defendant's  subscriptions,  Mahony  Coal  Com- 
dany  Stock ;  and  the  plaintiff^s  secretary  and  treasurer  tes- 
tified that  the  plaintiff  never  authorized  anything  but  cash 
to  be  taken  for  subscriptions  to  their  capital  stock. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  asked  the  court  to  direct  the  jury 
to  find  a  verdict  in  its  favor,  on  the  grounds,  among  others, 
that  the  written  agreement  did  not  show  any  permission  to 
accept  the  coal  stock  for  the  subscriptions;  and  that  Degrauw 
had  no  power  to  accept  the  coal  stock  in  payment  of  the 
subscritptions. 

The  court  reftised  the  request  and  the  plaintiff  excepted. 
The  court  submitted  the  case  to  the  jury,  under  instruo* 
fions  that  if  it  was  an  agreement  of  Degrauw's  to  receive 
the  coal  stock  as  payment  of  the  defendant's  subscription  to 
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the  capital  stock  of  the  plaintiff's  company,  that  he  had  a 
right  as  president  of  such  company  to  accept  other  things 
besides  money  m  payment  of  the  subscriptions  to  their  stock. 
That  if  the  jury  found  that  Degrauw  agreed  to  receive  the 
coal  stock  as  payment  of  the  defendant's  subscription,  they 
must  discharge  the  defendant*  To  these  instructions  the 
plaintiff  excepted. 

The  jury  found  for  the  defendant. 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made  upon  the  judge's  mio- 
utesy  and  denied.  Judgment  upon  the  verdict  was  there- 
upon entered. 

The  plaintiff  appealed  from  both  judgment  and  order. 

J.  E.  VASSO^%for  plainUffj  (jgopdUmL 

W.  W.  Gk)ODsiCH|/w*  d^bndantf  respondent. 

Bg  fhe  caurty  Monbll,  J.  The  question  which  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  in  this  case  was,  whether  Degrauw  agreed 
with  the  defendant  to  receive  the  coal  stock  in  payment  for 
his  subscription ;  and  they  were  Instructed  that  if  they  so 
found,  the  agreement  was  binding  upon  the  plaintiff. 

If  it  was  proper  to  submit  such  question  to  the  jury — their 
verdict  cannot  be  disturbed.  The  evidence  v^as  conflicting, 
and  therefore  not  open  for  review  upon  these  appeals. 

But  it  is  claimed  that,  notwithstanding  Degrauw's  agree* 
ment,  the  receipt  of  the  coal  stock  by  him  veas  not  pay- 
ment to  the  plaintiff,  for  two  reasons;  first,  because  the 
plaintiff  had  no  power  to  receive  any  thing  other  than  money 
in  payment  of  subscriptions  to  its  capital  stock ;  and,  sec- 
ond, because  Degrauw  had  no  authority  to  receive  it,  or  to 
bind  the  plaintiff  by  any  agreement  that  it  should  be  re- 
ceived in  payment  of  the  defendant's  subscription. 

Independently  of  the  evidence  fomished  by  the  plaintiff, 
that  Mr.  Degrauw  was  expressly  authorized  by  them  to  col- 
lect stock  subscriptions,  I  think  he  had  power  to  do  so,  by 
virtue  of  his  office  as  president  of  the  company. 
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Corporations  can  act  only  by  and  through  their  agents ; 
for;  although  in  law  a  person^  and  capable  of  exerciaing  all 
the  functions  conferred  upon  it  by  law,  is  yet,  as  a  corporate 
aggregation,  Incapable  of  exercising  such  functions  other- 
wise than  through  its  officers  and  agents.  Hence  the  acts  of 
such  officers  and  agents,  performed  within  the  scope  of  their 
general  official  duties,  are  binding  upon  the  corporation.  Or- 
dinarily corporations  do  not  differ  .from  persons  in  the  efiect 
which  is  to  be  given  to  the  acts  of  their  agents.  If  the 
corporation  has  power,  it  may  delegate  such  power ;  and  tt 
is  only  when  prohibited  by  law,  or  the  act  is  not  incidental 
to  the  purposes  of  its  incorporation,  that  it  is  vJird  vires^ 
and  void  {Sharp  agt.  Mayor  of  New  Yorkj  40  Barh.^  256). 

Keceiving  pajrment  of  subscriptions  to  its  capital  stock 
was  no  more  out  of  the  fine  of  the  president's  duty,  than 
receiving  payment  of  any  other  debt,  and  it  cannot  be 
pretended  that  such  receipt,  had  it  been  in  money, 
would  not  have  bound  the  plaintiff,  even  althongh  it  never 
came  to  its  possession.  And  the  fact  testified  to  by  the  sec^ 
retary,  that  no  one  was  authorized  to  receive  anjrthing  other 
than  money,  cannot  impair  the  effect  which  must  be  given 
to  the  payment  made  by  the  defendant. 

In  this  case,  however,  there  was  express  authority  given 
to  the  president  of  the  company,  and  it  tiierefore  follows 
that  his  act  is  binding  on  the  plaintiff,  unless  the  plaintiff 
itself  was  incapable  of  receiving  anything  but  money; 
and  that  is  so,  notwithstanding  the  authority  given  to  the 
president  may  have  been  limited  in  terms,  to  collections  in 
money  only  {Glark  agt.  Metropolitan  Bankj  3  Duer.^  241). 

It  is  a  familiar  principle,  that  tihie  act  of  the  agent,  al- 
though in  abuse  or  excess  of  authority,  if  within  the^  gen- 
eral scope  of  the  business  he  was  employed  to  transact,  is 
binding  upon  his  principal,  as  respects  third  persons,  who, 
believing  in  the  power  of  the  agent,  would  sustain  a  loss  if 
the  act  was  not  considered  that  of  tJie  principal  {Hope  Mu- 
twd  Life  Insurance  Co.  agt,  Taylor^  8  i2Q&<.,  368). 
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It  remains  then  to  be  seen  whether  the  plaintiff  had 
power  to  receive  payment  otherwise  than  in  money  for  sub- 
scriptions to  its  capital  stock. 

Every  corporation  has^  besides  the  powers  expressly  con- 
ferred by  its  chttrter^  certain  common  law  powers,  which 
may  be  exercised  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  the  cor- 
poration. Such  common  law  powers  are  the  same  as  those 
possessed  by  individuals,  and  may  be  employed  in  the  same 
manner,  unless  restricted  by  some  positive  or  clearly  im- 
plied prohibition  of  law  {Barry  agt.  Merch.  Exch,  Co.^  1 
Sandf.  Ch.  280 ;  DeGroffa^^.  Am.  Linen  Thread  Co.^  2X  N. 
Y.  R.J  124)*  And  the  objection  that  an  act  of  a  corpora- 
tion is  fMra  vires  rests  upon  the  absence  of  either  express 
o^  implied  power,  and  not  upon  the  wrong  use  of  it,  espe- 
cially where  such  wrong  use  may  work  injury  to  innocent 
persons. 

These  common  law  or  implied  powers  in  a  corporation 
were  fully  recognized  in  Curtiss  eigL  Leamtt  (15  N.  Y.  iL, 
9),  where  it  was  held  that  a  corporation  had  power  to  con- 
tract a  debt,  and  give  its  time  obligation  for  its  payment* 
And  in  a  later  case  {City  Bank  of  Columbus  agt  Bruce^  17 
N.  Y.  12.,  507),  the  receipt  by  a  corporation  of  its  own  stock 
in  payment  of  a  debt  due  to  it,  was  sustained,  as  being 
within  the  incidental  powers  of  the  corporation.  The  court 
there  say  (Selden,  J.),  ^^I  am  not  aware  of  any  common 
law  principle  which  forbids  it,  nor  is  it  known  to  have  been 
in  contravention  of  any  provision  of  the  charter  of  the  com- 
pany." And  in  {Magee  agt.  Badger^  30  Barl.<,  246),  a  rail- 
road corporation  took  the  promissory  notes  of  a  subscriber 
in  payment  of  his  subscription  for  stock,  and  it  was  up- 
held. 

I  have  looked  into  the  charter  of  the  plaintiff's  company 
and  also  at  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  tp  which 
the  charter  is  subject,  and  do  not  find  any  limitation  to  the 
ordinary  implied  powers  of  all  corporations,  nor  any  provis- 
ion which,  either  in  express  terms  or  by  necessary  implica- 
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tioD,  defines  the  thing  which  the  plaintiff  shall  receive  in 
payment  for  debts  dne  to  the  corporation. 

I  do  not  think  any  question,  whether  receiving  coal  stock 
of  another  company  was  within  the  purposes  of  the  plain- 
tiff's corporation,  is  involved  in  the  present  case.  If  this 
was  an  action  upon  an  executory  contract,  to  compel  the 
plaintiff  to  receive  the  stock  in  payment  for  the  defendant's 
subscription,  it  might  be  said,  that  dealing  in  such  stock 
was  foreign  to  the  purposes  of  the  company,  and  the  con- 
tract therefore  not  within  its  implied  powers.  But  in  this 
case  the  contract  was  executed.  The  stock  had  been  re- 
ceived by  Degrauw  in  payment  of  defendant's  subscription, 
and,  as  has  been  seen,  such  receipt  was  the  receipt  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  cannot  now  be  rejected  upon  any  plea  of  vrant 
of  authority. 

And  although  the  plaintiff  has  not  reaped  the  fruits  of 
the  transaction,  it  must,  nevertheless,  be  concluded  by  the 
act  of  its  agent,  and  not  seek  to  inflict  a  wrong  upon  an  in- 
nocent person  who,  believing  in  the  competency  of  the 
agent  to  act  on  behalf  of  his  principal,  had  dealt  with  him 
accordingly. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  and  order  appealed 
from  should  be  affirmed. 

Gabviw,  J.,  concurred. 


KBW  TOBK  PB^OIIGB  BEP0BT8.  4g7 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Thb  People  ex.  reL  Williah  R  SrEPHSMg^  Supervisor 
of  Fremont^  agt  Pstkr  Halsst,  County  Treasurer  of 
Steuben  County. 

A  fojr  jMytr,  who  Ss  also  superrfaor  of  a  town,  b  a  prafMr  penoo  to  make  aj>pliea- 
tion  on  bebalf  oX  the  people,  as  relator,  for  a  mandaimMt  to  oompel  the  eonntj 
Creaenrer  of  the  ooantj  to  ieBoe  his  warrant  to  the  sheriff  of  the  ooanty,  eom- 
mending  hhn  to  make  the  amonnt  of  tax  ■wewod  npon  debte  owing  to  non-rsfli- 
dents  of  the  town. 

After  the  ooUeetor  of  a  town  has  made  his  retom  in  due  form,  as  to  the  taxes  im- 
posed in  that  town  npon  ^bte  owing  to  non-reeident  creditors  remaining  nnpaid, 
the  Statnte  {Lam  ^  1851,  Oh,  371  f  6)  makes  it  thedntj  of  the  ooonty  treasoier, 
after  the  expiration  of  twentj  days  from  the  retom,  to  issne  liis  warran  t  to 
the  slieriif  of  the  oonntf,  where  the  debtors  reside,  eommanding  him  to  make  of 
the  goods  and  chattels  and  real  estate  of  sooh  non-xesidentB,  the  amonnt  of  soch 
tax,  dee. 

This  is  a  mere  ministerial  dntj  which  the  slatate  imposes  npon  the  oonntj  treasurer, 
and  peremptorilj  requires  him  to  peilbna  npon  the  letamof  the  eoUeetor  being 
dolj  made  containing  the  necessary  fttcts.  He  has  no  discretion  to  exercise  in 
the  matter,  and  is  invested  with  no  Jadieial  functions  whatever  in  regard  to  it 

But  as  want  ofjwritdieiim  maj  be  alleged  bj  waj  of  answer,  to  anj  end  all  Jndi- 
eial  proceedings,  the  conntj  treasozer  maj  challenge  the  jurisdiction  of  any  or 
all  of  the  olBcers  and  tribunals,  to  make  the  assessment  or  impose  the  tax  thereon, 
and  show,  if  he  can,  that  the  assessment  and  the  tax  are  both,  o^  either,  contraiy 
to  the  statute  and  void. 

The  assessors  are  not  concluded  by  the  vtr^Ud  ttaUmaU  of  ik$  agtmU  of  the  non-resi- 
dent creditors,  of  the  amonnt  due  sneh  erediton,  but  th^  may,  in  the  exercise 
of  their  general  powers  and  duties,  go  farther  and  make  inquiry  for  themseWes 
from  the  debtors  and  other  sources,  and  thus  ascertain  and  determine  to  their 
own  satisfaction  the  amonnt  of  sneh  indebtednees  firom  solrent  debtors  of  the 
town,  due  to  such  non-resident  creditors ;  and  whatever  mistakes  or  errors  the 
assessors  may  make  in  ascertaining  such  debts,  they  cannot  be  reviewed  in  this 
proceeding, 

«  Monroe  OenercA  Tenuy  Marehj  1867. 

Before  Jambs  C.  SurrHy  Wklles  and  Johnson,  Justices. 

NonCB  for  mandamus  to  Steuben  special  term,  granted ; 
order  affirmed  by  the  general  term  of  the  7th  district,  and 
appealed  to  this  court 
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B«  F.  Young,  agent  for  Craven,  Oawold  &  Eatcourt,  non* 
residents  of  the  state,  made  out  and  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ant, as  treasurer,  a  sworn  statement  of  the  debts  due  to  them 
in  twenty- five  different  towns  in  Steuben  county,  as  re- 
quired by  ^  2  of  the  Laws  of  1851,  page  722.  The  treas- 
urer delivered  to  the  assessors  of  Fremont  a  copy  of  the 
statement  duly  certified  as  required  by  the  law.  In  that 
statement  the  amount  of  debts  due  from  persons  in  Fremont 
was  stated  at  $6,605.  The  assessors,  disregarding  that  state- 
ment, inserted  in  the  roll  for  debts  due  from  persons  in  Fre- 
mont, to  Craven,  and  others,  as  non-resident  creditors,  the 
sum  of  $50,000,  and  a  tas  was  charged  upon  that  sum  of 
$2,126  98.  The  collector  returned  the  tax  to  the  treasurer 
as  unpaid.  This  is  a  motion,  at  the  instance  of  the  relator, 
who  describes  himself  as  supervisor  and  a  tax-payer  of  Fre- 
mont, to  compel  the  treasurer  to  issue  his  warrant,  under  ^ 
6  of  law  of  1851,  to  the  sheriff,  to  enforce  the  collection  of 
the  tax.  The  defendant  declines  to  issue  his  warrant,  for 
the  reason  that  the  tax  is  laid  on  an  amount  illegally  assessed 
at  $50,000  instead  of  $6,505. 

Geobge  S.  Jones  and  D.  Rukset,  counsel  far  appellant, 
dtfendcmt 

L  The  relator  has  no  right  to  this  writ.  The  writ  will 
not  issue  in  cases  of  doubtful  right,  and  the  party  will  not 
be  entitled  to  it  unless  he  has  a  dear  legal  right  to  the  relief 
asked  for  in  the  writ.  {Otarffs  N.  F.  iV.,  272 ;  People  agt 
Su]^8  Chenango^  1  JTeman,  563-574 ;  Seme  agt.  Bansom^  2 
Com.^  490.) 

And  no  case  is  found  where  either  certiorari  or  man- 
damtis  has  been  allowed,  where  the  remedy  sought  was 
common  to  every  person  alike,  but  they  are  allowed  where 
the  fact»  give  to  relator  some  specific  right  to  a  remedy  on 
grounds  peculiar  to  himself.  So  held  in  Adricmce  agt.  Si^^s 
of  Tew  York  {12  How.  Pr.  JL,  226.) 
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The  writ  was  refused  beoanse  the  facts  were  not  such  as 
affected  the  relator  aloney  but  were  in  principle  applicable 
to  every  person  who  was  named  in  tax  list.  {ChMxh  agt 
jSup^s  AUeganpy  16  WencLy  304.) 

The  same  doctrine  is  fully  held  on  demurrer  to  a  com- 
plaint at  New  York  general  term,  for  the  reason  that  a  per* 
son  could  not  sustain  an  action  for  an  injury  of  a  public  na* 
ture,  where  it  is  no  greater  to  him  than  to  every  other 
member  of  community  emd  that  the  peoplcy  by  their  aUomey 
general^  mu^proaecute  the  remechf.  {Soasevelt  agt.  Brc^fer  et. 
oLj  16  Em.  Pr.  JB,,  137.) 

The  same  is  held  strongly  in  DooUttle  agt.  SW^a,  Broome 
(18  N.  Y.  Rj  165);  Dams  agt.  Mayor  of  New  Tork^  (14  Id, 
606.) 

The  relator,  as  tax-payer,  therefore  has  no  right  to  this 
writ. 

As  supervisor  of  Fremont^fhe  has  no  right  to  it,  for  the 
law  nowhere  gives  him  any  such  power  over  the  treasurer 
or  his  acts,  and  the  county  treasurer  is  in  no  way  amenable 
to  any  particular  supervisor  for  his  acts. 

The  board  of  supervisors,  as  such,  may  direct  a  suit  against 
the  treasurer,  or  his  bail  on  his  bond,  for  any  failure  to  per- 
form  his  duty.    (1  JUevised  Stat.,  369,  ^  18.) 

And  it  is  to  be  sued  on  their  order,  or  on  a  requisition 
from  the  comptroller.     (1  Beviaed  Stai.^  370,  ^  27.) 

The  relator  in  his  capacity  as  supervisor,  does  not  show 
any  right  of  his  own  as  supervisor,  or  of  the  town  of  Fre* 
mont,  which  has  been  affected  by  the  refusal  of  the  treas* 
urer,  except  as  the  right  of  every  tax-payer  of  the  county 
is  affected  by  such  refusal. 

He  does  not  pretend  that  he  has  not  received  the  amount 
which  he,  as  supervisor,  was  to  receive  from  the  coUeotor; 
if  he  did  so  daim,  it  should  ^>pear  afBrmatively. 

The  opposing  affidavits  show  such  amount  was  paid. 

The  town  of  Fremont  is  not  chargeable  with  any  loss  of 
tax  referred  to  which  may  be  sustained  by  the  default  of 
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tlM  treasurer  (1  Bevised  Stat.  419^  6) ;  and  by  that  aectioD  the 
towns  are  chargeable  with  losses  sustained  by  defaidt  of  col- 
lectors only»  while  the  losses  which  result  from  default  of 
treasurer,  are  chargeable  on  the  county  at  large.  (1  Be/vised 
StatuteSy  419,  ^  6.)  And  in  every  case  of  loss  chargeable 
on  the  county,  every  tax-payer  of  the  county  has  as  much 
right  as  relator  to  the  writ,  in  either  capacity  in  which  he 
appears.  He  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  collector  of  taxes^ 
or  control  over  the  treasurer,  in  either  capacity. 

The  assessment  made  by  the  assessors  of  Fremont  against 
Craven,  Oswold  i  Estcourt  for  the  50,000  was  entirely 
illegal,  and  the  assessors  acted  without  jurisdiction  in  mak- 
ing the  same. 

n.  If  debts  due  to  nonresidents  were  taxable  under  the  gen- 
eral tax  laws  of  the  state  (1  Bevised  Statutes^  387,  ^  I), 
which  declares  that  all  lands  and  personal  estate  within 
this  state  shall  be  liable  to  taxation,  then  by  ^  5,  p.  389,  it 
is  to  be  taxed  only  in  the  town  or  tcard  in  which  the  person 
assessed,  or  trustee,  guardian,  executor,  administrator,  hav- 
ing charge  ot  the  same,  resides. 

By  the  Laws  of  1851,  chap.  176,  p.  332,  the  5th  section 
above  cited  was  amended  by  inserting  the  word  agent  be- 
fore trustees,  Ac.,  still  leaving  the  personal  property  to  be 
assessed  in  the  town  where  the  trustee,  &c.,  having  charge 
of  it,  reside. 

The  agent  in  this  case  resided  in  Bath,  and  under  these 
statutes  the  assessors  of  Fremont  bad  nothing  to  do  with 
the  personal  property.  (Peqpk  agt.  Comers  of  Taxes,  23  N. 
Y.  Ry  224.) 

The  assessment  in  this  case  was  not  made  against  the 
agent,  but  against  Craven  and  others,  who  were  non-resi- 
dents of  the  United  States. 

The  only  power,  therefore,  the  assessors  of  Fremont  have 
over  debts  due  from  citizens  of  their  several  towns  to  non- 
residents, is  derived  from  chapter  371  of  the  Laws  of  1851. 
{Session  Laws  1851,  jp.  721.)    And  whether  this  power  be 
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derived  from  the  law  of  1861,  as  an  original  grant  of  power, 
.  or  whether  that  law  be  deemed  a  restriction  of  the  pow^ 
of  assessors  over  debts  due  to  non-residents,  they  can  exer- 
cse  it  only  in  the  way  authorized  by  the  law  of  1851.  It 
is,  however  an  original  grant  of  power,  for  before  that  law, 
the  assessors  had  no  jurisdiction  of,  or  control  over  the  per- 
sonalty of  those  not  residing  in  their  town 

By  section  two  of  that  law,  any  agent  of  a  non-resident 
creditor  residing  in  any  county  of  this  state,  is  required, 
on  or  before  the  25th  day  of  July,  to  furnish  to  the  county 
treasurer  of  each  county  where  the  debtor  resides,  a  true 
and  accurate  amount  of  the  debts  which  were  owing  to  his 
principal,  on  the  first  day  of  January  preceding,  which  was 
to  be  verified  by  his  oath. 

By  <^  3,  a  penalty  of  $600  is  imposed  on  the  agent  for  not 
complying. 

,  By  ^  4,  the  county  treasurer,  on  receiving  such  statement, 
shall  immediately  make  and  transmit  to  the  assessors  of  the 
several  towns  of  his  county  in  which  any  such  debtor  re- 
resides,  an  abstract  or  copy  of  so  much  of  said  stetement 
as  relates  to  the  town  of  such  assessor,  with  the  name  of 
such  creditor. 

By  ^  6,  the  assessor  receiving  such  abstract  or  statement 
from  the  county  treasurer  shall,  vMhm  fhe  time  in  which  they 
are  now  required  hy  law  to  complete  their  assessment  roll, 
enter  thereon  the  name  of  each  nonrresident  debtor^  and  the 
aggregate  amount  due  him  in  such  town  on  the  first  day  of 
January  preceding,  in  the  same  manner  as  other  personal 
property  is  entered  in  said  town. 

The  other  sections  of  the  law  provide  for  the  treasurer 
issuing  his  warrant  in  case  of  the  non-payment  of  the  tax 
assessed  against  such  debts. 

Under  this  law,  B.  F.  Young,  agent  in  Bath,  Steuben 
County,  made  to  the  county  treasurer  the  statement  re- 
quired, setting  out  the  debte  due  Craven  and  others,  in 
twenty-five  of  the  towns  in  that  county,  and  the  county 
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treaaorar  senred  a  copy  of  saoh  atatoment,  duly  certified, 
upon  the  assessors  of  Fremont. 

The  assessorsy  instead  of  inserting  on  their  roll  the  sum 
of  $6^505  as  the  debts  doe  in  Fremont|  disregarded  such 
statenaent  and  inserted  on  the  roll  the  gross  sum  of  $50^000 
as  the  the  amount  of  such  debts. 

It  is  evident  the  statute  intended»  in  cases  where  there 
was  no  agent  of  a  non-resident  creditor,  the  statement  of 
the  amount  of  debts  made  by  him  was  to  be  taken  as  the 
proper  amount  subject  to  taxation  in  the  several  towns ;  for, 

1.  The  peculiar  provisions  ot  the  5th,  section  that  the 
assessors  in  receiving  suoh  abstract  from  the  county  treas- 
urer containing  the  names  of  non-resident  creditors  and  the 
amount  due  them  in  such  towns*  are  to  con^ete  their  roll 
within  the  time  required  by  law,  by  entering  thereon  the 
names  of  such  non-residents,  and  the  aggregate  due  them  in 
such  town  in  the  same  naanner  as  other  personal  property 
is  entered  upon  said  roll. 

Such  roll  is  to  be  completed  by  the  first  day  of  August 
(1  Sevised  Statutes,  4^  JEd.,  718,  ^  17.) 

The  report  of  the  agent  is  not  required  to  be  made  to 
county  treasurer  until  the  25th  of  July.  It  is  then  to  be  sent 
to  assessors,  who  are  then  and  not  tiU  then,  to  complete  the 
roll  by  entering  the  name  of  such  nonrresident  and  the 
amout  due  him  in  that  town,  &a 

To  what  name  and  amount  does  this  refer  t  Evidently, 
to  the  man  and  amount  contained  in  the  abstract  so  received 
from  the  county  treasurer,  for  there  is  no  provision  for  learn- 
ing these  facts  in  any  other  way.  And  all  this  is  to  be  done 
between  the  85th  of  July  and  the  first  day  of  August— only 
dx  daySto  They  are  only  required  to  delay  completing  their 
roll  to  receive  this  report. 

2.  The  report  thus  made  by  the  agent,  furnishes  pre- 
cisely the  same  evidence  of  the  amounts  subject  to  taxation 
in  that  town  which  in  1951  would  have  been  necessary  to 
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compel  the  assessoTSy  on  appeal  day^  tq  reduce  the  assessment 
of  a  resident  for  personal  estate;  for^ 

By  1  Sevised  StoMeSy  888,  ^  16,  which  continued  to  be 
the  law  down  to  1661,  it  is  expressly  proyided  that  if  a 
party  assessed  for  personal  property  made  his  affidavit  of 
the  value  of  his  personal  estate,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
assessor  to  value  the  personal  estate  at  the  amount  specified 
in  the  affidavit,  and  no  more. 

The  legislature  evidently  intended  to  require  the  same  ev- 
dence  in  this  case,  and  no  other. 

8.  There  is  no  other  provision  made  by  law  for  obtaining 
the  names  of  non-resident  creditors,  or  the  amouit  of  debts 
dae  to  them  in  the  several  towns,  except  the  returns  of  the 
agents,  nor  does  it  seem  to  contemplate  any  other  way. 

4.  We  know  as  matter  of  history,  the  object  of  the  leg^ 
islature  in  the  law  of  1861  was,  to  reach  and  tax  debts  due 
to  non-president  creditors,  owners  of  estates  scattered  in 
several  towns,  and  to  give  to  each  town  the  benefit  ci  tax- 
ation on  the  debts  due  in  such  town. 

This  is  apparent  by  reference  to  the  law  of  1883  for 
taxing  debts  due  to  non-residents,  which  was  the  first  law 
for  that  purpose,  and  was  repealed  in  1837.  {Laws  of  1833, 
jp.  866.) 

The  second  section  kA  the  act  requires  the  assessors  to 
make  diligent  inquiry  to  ascertain  debts  doe  to  non-residents, 
the  names  of  the  creditors  of  debtors,  the  amount  of  each 
debt,  including  the  town  and  county  of  residence  of  such 
debtors.  By  %  8,  assessors  were  allowed,  without  charge, 
to  search  clerks'  and  registers'  offices  to  find  such  debts. 

By  ^  4,  assessors  were  authorized  to  examine  any  penon 
on  oath,  touching  such  debts,  but  this  section  shaO,  not  ex* 
tend  to  those  eases  where  lists  of  debts  shall  have  beenfum- 
ished  hy  the  agent  of  ang  non-resident  creditor ^  according  to  the 
provisions  of  this  act. 

And  the  sixth  section  requires  every  agent  of  a  non-resi- 
dent creditor  to  furnish  to  the  county  treasurer,  under  oath, 
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a  list  of  all  debts  under  his  control,  with  the  names,  and  pla- 
ces of  residence  of  debtor,  Ac 

All  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1838,  for  learning  from 
other  sources  the  existence  of  such  debts,  except  the  returns 
of  agents,  are  omitted  in  the  act  of  1851,  manifestly  for 
the  reason  that  the  oath  of  a  responsible  party  is  to  be  re- 
lied on,  rather  than  a  loose  inquisition. 

By  the  act  of  1833,  elaborate  provision  is  made  for  re- 
turns of  debts  found  in  one  town,  due  from  residents  of 
other  towns,  to  such  other  towns  in  the  state,  so  that  all 
may  be  reached  in  the  proper  town,  all  of  which  are  omitted 
in  the  law  of  1861. 

From  this  fact,  it  is  evident  the  legislature  intended  to 
rely,  only  and  solely  on  the  sworn  statement  of  the  agents, 
and  that  when  such  statement  was  made,  it  was  to  be  takea 
as  true*. 

5.  By  ^  4  of  law  of  1861,  it  is  manifest  the  legislatore 
contemplated  the  report  from  the  agent  would  embrace 
debts  due  in  more  than  one  town.  In  this  very  case,  the 
report  of  the  agent  embraces  debts  due  in  twenty-five  differ- 
ent towns  in  Steuben  County. 

Is  it  to  be  presumed  the  legislature  intended  to  require 
the  agent  to  appear  in  twenty-five  different  towns  on  same 
day  of  appeal,  to  rectify  as  many  erroneous  assessments,  or 
did  they  intend  in  the  fost  instance  to  provide  the  same  ev- 
idence should  be  delivered  to  the  county  treasurer  as  would 
be  required  on  appeal  to  correct  the  assessment  T  Here  in 
the  statement  the  assessors  have  the  same  evidence  as  would 
then  have  compelled  them  to  reduce  the  assessment. 

Any  other  construction  would  practicaUy  take  away  the 
right  of  appeal. 

If,  therefore,  our  construction  of  the  law  be  correct,  the 
assessors  have  no  jurisdiction  over  the  debts  due  to  non-res- 
idents from  persons  in  their  town,  except  as  derived  from 
the  law  of  1851,  and  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  that  law, 
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and  their  aasessment  of  these  debts  otherwise  than  as  therein 
provided,  is  void. 

The  acts  of  assessors  without  jurisdiction  are  void.  (16 
Ba/rb.,  249-«0.) 

nL  The  assessment  of  950^000  is  in  fact  for  a  sum  en* 
tirely  exceeding  any  amount  for  which  Craven  and  others, 
non-resident  creditors  are  properly  chargeable. 

This,  however,  if  the  assessors  had  the  right  to  put  down 
such  sum  as  they  chose,  is  not  material,  except  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  how  important  it  was  to  give  to  the  re- 
port of  the  agent  full  fidth,  and  bind  the  assessors  by  it, 
and  not  turn  non-resident  creditors  over  to  popular  pre- 
judice. 

Debts  due  to  non-residents  are  subject  to  taxation  in  the 
same  manner  and  to  same  extent  as  personal  estate  of  resi- 
dents.   {ActqflS61j%l.) 

That  term  means,  ^^ debts  due  from  solvent  debtors'*— no 
others  are  included.    (1  Becised  Statutes  4tt  Ed.  714  ^  3.) 

The  assessor  has  made  a  list  of  what  he  calls  debts  due 
to  Craven  and  others,  amounting  $59,400 ;  swearing  at  the 
same  time  he  believes  the  whole  amount  due  them  in  Fre- 
mont is  over  $76,000.  Why  then  has  be  omitted  the 
$74,000  of  debts  found ;  or  the  $25,000  of  debts  believed 
to  be  due  above  the  sssessment  f 

Bat  the  agent  of  the  creditors  who  ought  to  know,  swears 
that  of  the  persons  named  in  the  moving  papers  as  debtors, 
they  have  no  oontraots,  and  no  evidences  of  debt  against 
them  exist  in  favor  of  the  alleged  creditors  to  the  amount, 
on  those  persons  claimed  to  be  debtors  in  the  moving  pa» 
pers  of  $23,100. 

Whether  they  are  of  the  number  mentioned  in  moving 
papers  as  having  assigned  contracts,  we  do  not  know.  We 
only  know  we  have  no  liability  from  them  to  us,  or  means 
of  collecting  from  them.  If^  however,  they  hold  contracts 
by  assignment,  Craven,  &c.,  have  no  legd  claim  on  them. 
(40  Barb,,  225.) 
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Another  portion  of  those  named  in  nH>ying  papers,  have 
not  paid  a  dollar  since  1860,  and  long  before  that  time. 
Others  have  been  sned  and  could  not  be  collected,  and 
others  are  insolvent,  and  creditors  dare  not  sue  for  fear  of 
paying  their  own  costs.  $24,600 

Another  portion  of  alleged  debts  are  over-  ! 

stated  to  extent  of  3,012 

In  all  overstated  $49,703 

If  to  these  we  add  the  $6,606  returned  by  the  agent  as 
subject  to  taxation,  it  effectually  disposes  of  the  strong  array 
of  names  and  debts  which  are  spread  in  the  moving  papers. 
And  the  whole  case  as  it  appears  from  the  papers,  shows 
the  manifest  iniustice  of  adopting  any  other  mode  of  fix- 
ing the  amount  of  the  assessment  than  the  one  we  contend 
for.  ' 

Hakxs  &  Stkvbns,  eoimsd^  respmdmtf  (he  rdakr. 

L  The  relator  being  one  of  the  people,  a  citizen  and  tax- 
payer of  the  town  of  Fremont,  has  a  right  to  this  writ. 
{People  agt  CdUme^  19  Wend.  66-66;  18  How.  Pr.  R, 
468.) 

n.  The  assessors  in  making  the  assessment  act  judioiaHy, 
and  if  they  have  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter,  their 
unreversed  decision  cannot  be  questioned  collaterally.  (7 
Barb.y  129-187;  19  Wend.y  61 5  1  Caines,  92. 

In  the  case  of  Albany  A  West  StoMridge  BaUroad  Co. 
agt.  Town  of  Canaan  (16  Barb.,  250),  Judge  Habbis  says : 

'^  Thouglx  it  could  be  demonstrated  that  the  assessors  had 
erred,  and  that  egregiously  in  their  judgment|  no  tribunal 
has  been  endowed  with  power  to  correct  such  error.  Like 
the  verdict  of  a  jury,  if  founded  on  correct  principles,  it 
must  stand,  however  much  its  conclusions  may  surprise  us.'* 
(Voae  agt  TTtSZanZ,  47  Bairb.,  320;  1  Kem.  673 ;  fSnmA 
agt  Goldenj  36  N.  T.  A,  462.) 
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Had  the  assessors  jurisdiction  ? 

That  debts  existed  of  the  character  described  in  ^  1;  of  chap 
371  of  Laws  of  1851;  liable  to  taxation  in  the  seme  manner 
^*  and  to  the  same  extent  as  the  persond  estate  of  citizens  of 
this  state,"  is  not  disputed. 

This  imposed  an  official  duty  upon  the  assessors,  calling 
for  the  exercise  of  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  the  assess- 
ors to  determine  upon  their  oaths  the  manner  and  extent  of 
the  assessment  of  that  kind  of  property. 

Except  that  it  is  claimed  that  the  assessors  disregarded 
the  '*  statement  of  B.  F.  Young,  agent,''  no  question  is  raised 
as  to  the  regularity  of  any  of  the  proceedings  in  making 
the  assessment  or  levying  the  tax,  or  m  making  the  return 
by  the  collector  required  by  §  6  of  said  chap.  371,  or  any 
other  step  in  relation  to  the  tax.  The  presumptions  of 
law  are  in  favor  of  the  regularity  of  all  the  proceedings, 
and  the  motion  papers  show  prima  fade  the  regularity  of 
all  the  proceedings,  unless  the  assessors  erred  in  reference  to 
the  particular  irregularity  complained  of.  It  follows  then 
that  the  principal  questions  presented  are : 

1st,  As  to  the  office  which  the  affidavit  and  statement 
perform,  required  to  be  made  by  the  agent,  under  ^  2  of 
that  act. 

2d,  As  to  whether  the  statement  as  verified  was  a  com- 
pliance with  that  statute. 

3d,  The  effect  of  an  omission  to  object  on  the  day  for  re- 
viewing the  assessment  provided  by  statute  when  the  ques- 
tion is  raised  collaterally  after  that  time. 

a.  As  to  the  first  inquiry,  %  1  provides  that  all  debts^  of 
the  description  mentioned  ^'  shall  be  liable  to  taxation,"  ^c.^ 
without  any  contingency.  If  the  office  of  the  verified 
statement  of  the  agent  is  jurisdictional,  ^  2  provides  for  a 
contingency  which  might  arise  if  no  such  agent  resided  in 
this  state,  when  such  ^<  debts "  would  necessarily  escape 
taxation. 

Vol.  XXXVL  82 
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Section  three  provides  for  another^  to  wit :  The  neglect  or 
refusal  of  such  agent  to  make  the  statement^  and  the  pay- 
ment of  the  penalty^  if  required,  to  the  county.  The  stat- 
ute requiring  the  statement  is  in  its  nature  directory^  except 
so  far  as  it  imposes  a  penalty  for  its  violation.  It  is  aux- 
iliary to,  or  in  aid  of  the  assessorSy  but  not  to  control  their 
official  duty  in  determining  the  eoOent  of  such  assessment. 
If  the  construction  which  is  claimed  by  defendants  counsel 
is  to  be  given  to  the  words  ^'  the  assessors  on  receiving  such 
abstract/'  iCy  ^^8hall»"  ftc,  in  ^  5,  it  would  follow  that 
upon  the  happening  of  the  contingencies  above  named,  that 
such  ^^  debts''  would  escape  taxation.  Such  a  construction 
is  not  consistent  with  the  broad  terms  used  in  the  first  sec- 
tion, providing  that  aU  debts  are  liable  to  taxation.  Nor  is 
it  consistent  with  the  language  which  follows  those  words 
in  ^  5,  viz :  ^^  Shall  within  the  time  in  which  they  are  re- 
quired by  law  to  complete  their  assessment  roll,  emter 
thereon/' &C|  <^the  agobeoate  amount  due  him  in  such 
town,  in  the  same  manner  other  personal  property  is  en- 
tered on  the  rolL'^ 

If  the  legislature  intended  such  a  construction  they  would 
.have  used  instead  of  the  words  ^^  amount  due,"  the  words, 
-^^  appearing  to  be  duey*^  by  such  statement,  or  some  equiva- 
lent expression,  clearly  showing  a  legislative  intent  of  mak- 
ing the  agents  of  non-residents  the  assessors  of  their  prin- 
<cipals'  money,  instead  of  the  officers  created  by  law 
for  that  purpose.  By  ^  10  of  Laws  of  1833,  on  page  358, 
Qow  repealed,  the  assessors  were  directed  to  place  the 
amount  on  the  assessment  roll,  ^^  by  entering  in  the  same 
ithe  debts  appearing  by  such  lists  to  be  owing,"  &c.  It  is 
evident  that  the  legislature  intended  by  the  change  of  the 
{phraseology  to  impose  upon  the  assessors,  instead  of  the 
agent  of  the  non-resident,  the  duty  of  the  assessment  of 
'such  property. 

6.  As  to  the  second  inquiry,  it  is  claimed  that  the  state- 
ment as  verified  and  forwarded  to  the  treasurer  in  this  case, 
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is  a  dear  eyafiion,  for  the  reason  that  the  a£Sdavit  contains 
only  the  agent's  legal  opinion  as  to  the  amount  of  debts  2ta» 
ife  to  taxationy  one  upon  which  he  could  not  be  indicted 
for  perjury^  if  he  erred  in  judgment  of  that  question  of  law. 
If  not  a  compliance,  it  is  to  be  treated  as  if  he  had  made  no 
affidavit  at  all.  The  assessors  did  more  than  was  required 
by  law  of  them,  in  taking  the  pains  to  notify  the  agents 
of  these  non-residents  that  they  had  so  assessed  tbem  in 
order  that  no  one  could  complain  of  any  want  of  fairness 
on  their  part  in  disregarding  tiie  statement,  and  making  the 
assessment  which  they  did  make. 

€•  In  omitting  to  appear  before  the  board  of  assessors  on 
the  day  for  review,  viz :  on  the  third  Tuesday  of  August, 
{See  Statutes  at  Large^  vol  1  jp.  365),  and  there  fairly  sub- 
mitting to  such  an  examination  under  oath  as  the  law  re- 
quired, if  these  non-residents  felt  aggrieved,  it  is  claimed  they 
waived  the  right  afterwards  to  question  the  amount  assessell. 
In  Wheeler  ^gt.  MiOsy  (40  Barb^y  646),  Mr.  Justice  Brown, 
in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says :  ^^  For  I  know  of 
no  other  tribunal,  and  of  no  other  time  when  and  where  a. 
mistake  in  the  kind  of  property,  or  ah  over  estimate  of  its 
value  can  be  corrected,  except  the  board  of  assessors,  and  at 
the  time  tb  be  named  in  the  notice  for  that  purpose.''  It 
was  not  only  binding  upon  them,  but  at  all  events  upon  the 
collector  in  collecting  the  amount  of  tax,  and  upon  the 
treasurer  in  issuing  his  warrant,  and  the  sheriff  and  all  other 
officers  and  persons,  when  the  question  arises  collaterally. 
Hence  it  is  insisted  that  the  <»rder  of  the  general  term 
should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

By  the  courty  JoHNSOir,  J. :  The  first  objection  made 
to  this  application  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  is,  that  the 
relator  is  not  the  proper  party  to  make  it,  he  having  no  in- 
terest in  the  matter,  other  than  any  other  citizen  of  this 
state.  But  this  is  strictly  a  question  of  public  concern,  and 
not  a  mere  matter  of  private  interest.    It  relates  to  the  col- 
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lection  of  the  state  and  county  tax  :  to  the  raoney  of  the 
people,  for  the  maintenance  and  support  of  their  goyern- 
menty  in  which  each  citizen  has  an  equal  and  common  in* 
terest.  In  such  a  case  any  citizien  may  make  the  applica- 
tion. {The  People  agt.  CoUinSy  19  WencL  66.)  The  people, 
in  such  cases  are  the  real  party,  and  must  necessarily  act 
through  individual  information.  Where  private  interests 
only  or  chiefly  are  concerned,  and  the  people  are  only  the 
nominal  party,  the  relator  who  is  the  real  party,  must  show 
that  he,  as  an  individual,  is  entitled  to  the  relief  sought. 
The  relator  here  demands  the  relief,  not  for  himself,  but  for 
the  public ;  and  being  an  inhabitant  of  the  town  of  Fre- 
mont, and  a  tax-payer,  as  well  as  the  principal  officer  thereof, 
is  manifestly  a  proper  person  to  appear  as  relator. 

The  return  of  the  collector  of  the  town  of  Fremont, 
showing  that  the  taxes  imposed  in  that  town  upon  the  debts 
owing  to  these  non-resident  creditors  remained  unpaid, 
appears  to  have  been  made  in  due  form.  The  statute  is  such 
cases  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  county  treasurer,  after  the 
expiration  of  twenty  days  from  the  return,  to  issue  his  war- 
rant to  the  sheriff  of  the  county,  where  the  debtors  reside, 
commanding,  him  to  make  of  the  goods  and  chattels  and 
real  estate  of  such  non-resident,  the  amount  of  such  tax,&c. 
{3es8.  Laws  qflS5U  Chap.  371,  ^  6.)  This  is  a  mere  minis- 
terial duty  which  the  statute  imposes  upon  the  treasurer, 
-and  peremptorily  requires  him  to  perform  upon  the  return 
of  the  collector  being  duly  made  containing  the  necesary 
facts.  He  has  no  discretion  to  exercise  in  the  matter,  and  is 
invested  with  no  judicial  functions  whatever  in  regard  to  it 
He  has  no  power  nor  authority  to  sit  in  judgment  upon  the 
acts  of  the  assessors  of  the  town,  or  upon  those  of  the  board 
of  supervkors  of  the  county.  The  statute  has  not  consti- 
tuted that  officer  the  tribunal  for  challenging  thir  proceed- 
ings or  for  reviewing  and  correcting  their  mistakes  or  errors 
of  judgment.  Kor  can  he  in  answer  to  an  application  for  a 
writ  of  mandamus  against  him  for  refusing  to  perform  his 
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duty,  bring  their  proceedings  into  review  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  mistakes  or  errors  in  such  proceeding.  He  may, 
however,  in  such  a  case,  I  apprehend,  challenge  the  juris- 
diction of  any  or  all  of  these  officers  and  tribunals,  to  make 
the  assessment,  or  impose  the  tax  thereon,  and  show  if  he 
can  that  the  assessment  and  the  tax  are  both  or  either  con* 
trary  to  the  statute,  and  void. 

Want  of  jurisdiction  may,  I  suppose,  be  alleged  by  way 
of  answer  to  any  and  all  judicial  proceedings.  That  ground 
of  defense  is  alleged  and  insisted  upon  in  answer  to  this 
application,  and  presents  the  only  question  worthy  of  seri- 
ous and  careful  consideration.  The  precise  question  is 
whether  the  assessors  are  concluded  by  the  verified  state- 
ment of  the  agent  of  the  non-resident  creditor,  made  in  the 
prescribed  form,  pf  the  amount  of  debts  due  such  creditor  on  the 
first  of  January  preceding,  as  it  appears  from  the  abstraet, 
a  copy  furnished  and  transmitted  by  the  county  treasurer,  or 
whether  they  may  go  further  and  make  diligent  inquiry  for 
themselves  from  the  debtors,  and  other  sources,  and  thus 
ascertain  the  amount  of  such  indebtedness  from  solvent 
debtors,  provided  they  do  not  give  full  credit  to  the  state-  ^ 
ment  furnished  T  The  first  section  of  the  act  before  referred 
to,  makes  all  debts  owing  by  inhabitants  of  this  state,  to 
persons  not  residing  within  the  United  States,  for  the  purchase 
of  real  estate,  personal  property  within  the  town  or  county 
where  the  debtor  resides,  and  liable  to  taxation,  ^^  in  the 
same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  the  personal  estate 
of  cirizens  of  this  state." 

The  second  section  provides  that  the  agent  of  the  non- 
resident creditor,  if  one  resides  in  this  state,  shall  furnish  to 
the  county  treasurer  of  the  county  where  the  debtor  resides, 
the  true  and  accurate  amounts  of  such  debts,  which  were 
owing  on  the  first  day  of  January  preceding,  verified  by 
his  oath.  By  the  fourth  section  the  county  treasurer,  on  re- 
ceiving such  statement,  is  required  to  make  out  and  transmit 
to  the  assessors  of  the  several  towns  m  his  county  in  which 
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any  such  debtor  resides^  an  abstract  or  copy  of  so  much  as 
relates  to  the  town  of  the  assessor^  with  the  name  of  the 
creditor. 

The  fifth  section  requires  the  assessors^  on  receiving  such 
abstract  or  statement^  and  within  the  time  required  by  law 
to  complete  their  assessment  roll,  to  ^*  enter  thereon  the 
name  of  such  non-resident  creditor,  and  the  aggregate 
amount  due  him  in  such  town  on  the  first  of  January  pre- 
ceding, in  the  same  manner  as  other  personal  property  ia 
entered  on  said  roll."  It  is  claimed  in  behalf  of  the  defend- 
dant,  that  the  ^^  amount  due,''  which  the  assessors  are  re- 
quired to  enter  upon  their  roll,  must  be  taken  firom  {he 
statement  furnished,  and  that  the  assessors  are  limited  to 
that  alone,  and  cannot  go  beyond  it  to  any  other  source,  to 
ascertain  the  amount  due.  There  is  no  such  restriction  or 
limitation  in  terms,  and  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  there 
was  no  such  in  the  intention  of  those  who  framed  and  en- 
acted the  statute.  If  such  had  been  their  intention,  they 
would  have  been  likely  to  have  expressed  it  in  some  form, 
and  not  to  have  left  it  to  uncertain.inference  or  conjecture. 

If  they  had  designed  to  change  the  duties  of  the  assessors 
m  regard  to  this  species  of  property,  they  would,  as  it  seems 
to  me,  have  expressed  such  design  plainly,  and  clearly.  In- 
stead of  this  they  have  not  subjected  this  species  of  prop- 
erty ^^  to  taxation  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  ex- 
tent" as  other  personal  estate,  but  have  required  the  asses- 
sors to  enter  the  ^'amount  due"  upon  the  assessment  roll 
^<  in  the  same  manner  as  other  personal  property  is  entered." 
Kot  the  amount  according  to  the  statement,  but  the 
amount  actually  due,  which  is  taxable,  according  to  the 
general  provisions  of  law,  which  is,  ^^  debts  due  from  solv- 
ent debtors."    (1  Bemaed  SiatuUs,  S88  %  3.) 

The  general  duties  of  assessors  in  ascertaining  the  amount 
of  real  and  personal  property  subject  to  taxation  in  the*re- 
spective  towns,  is  prescribed  by  statute.  ^^  They  shall  pro- 
ceed to  ascertain  by  diligent  inquiry  the  names  of  all  the 
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taxable  inhabitants  in  their  respective  towns,  ani  ixlso  aU 
the  taxable  prapertpj  real  or  personal,  within  the  same."  (1 
R  S.y  390,  ^  8.) 

They  are  required  to  ascertain  by  diligent  inquiry,  all  the 
taxable  property  within  the  town,  personal  as  well  as  real. 
No  good  reason  can  be  shown  why  the  assessors  should  be 
precluded  from  making  inquiries  in  regard  to  foreign  cred- 
itors any  more  than  resident  ones,  and  as  no  limitation  is 
imposed  in  terms,  it  is  impossible,  I  think,  for  the  court  to 
say  judicially  that  one  was  intended.  The  obvious  design 
in  requiring  the  agent  to  make  the  statement  provided  for, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  was  to  aid  the  assessor  in  the  pursuance 
of  his  duty,  and  not  to  put  the  agent  in  his  place,  to  assess 
his  principal.  The  assessors  may,  doubtless,  take  the  state* 
ment  if  they  are  satisfied  with  its  correctness,  as  in  most 
cases  they  will  be  quite  likely  to  be ;  but  if  they  are  not 
satisfied  with  the  statement,  it  is  their  plain  and  clear  duty 
to  go  further  and  make  ^*  diligent  inquiry,"  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  the  true  state  of  the  case.  Their  duties  are  to 
a  certain  extent  judicial  in  their  character,  and  these  duties 
are  not  limited  to  domestio  property-holders. 

The  conclusion  arrived  at :  the  assessors  were  not  con- 
concluded  by  the  statement  of  the  agent,  but  had  the  right, 
in  the  exercise  of  their  general  duties  and  powers  as  assess- 
ors to  go  beyond,  is  decisive  of  this  motion.  If  they  had 
jurisdiction  to  make  further  inquiries  and  investigations  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  and  determining  to  their  own 
satisfaction,  the  amount  of  debts  due  from  solvent  debtors 
to  those  fbreign  creditors,  within  their  town,  whatever  may 
have  been  their  mistakes  and  errors,  they  cannot  be  brought 
in  question  and  reviewed  here.  Conceding  that  the  assess- 
ors mistook  mere  'equitable  claims  for  ''  debts,''  and  mis- 
judged in  regard  to  the  solvency  of  those  who  were  debt- 
ors, within  the  sense  and  meaning  of  the  statute,  it  cannot 
affect  the  validity  and  conclusiveness  of  the  tax.  Jurisdic- 
tion being  established,  the  tax.  founded  upon  the  assessment, 
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has  all  the  force  and  vigor  of  a  judicial  aentence  impart- 
ing absolute  verity,  notwithstanding  such  mistakes  and 
errors.  {Van  Bensselar  agt.  CottreUj  7  Barh.^  127  ;  Same  agl 
Whitehech,  Id.y  133 ;  Albany  dk  West,  Stockbridge  B.  R  Co.^ 
agt  Taum  of  Canaan^  16  Barb.y  244.) 

There  is  no  ground  for  supposing  that  the  assessors  were 
guilty  of  fraud,  or  were  actuated  by  any  unlawful  designs 
in  going  beyond  the  statement  to  ascertain  the  amount  of 
debts  owing.  As  the  tax  in  question  cannot  be  questioned 
collaterally  in  the  manner  in  which  the  defendant  has  sought 
to  do  it,  the  case  should,  perhaps  be  rested  here.  But  as 
this  is  an  important  question,  and  may  operate  as  a  prece- 
dent in  other  similar  cases,  some  observations,  obiter j  of  the 
meaning  and  force  of  the  statute  of  1851  may  not  be  altogeth- 
er inappropriate,  though  I  do  not  intend  to  go  beyond^ the 
points  argued  before  me.  The  term  '^  debts,''  in  the  stat- 
ute, is  to  be  understood  in  its  usual  legal  sense,  and  means 
nothing  more  nor  less  than  sums  of  money  due  from  inhab- 
itants of  the  state,  to  the  non-residents  mentioned,  by  cer- 
tain and  express  agreements  or  judicial  sentence,  and  for 
the  purchase  of  real  estate.  Primarily,  it  looks  to  the  rela- 
tion of  vendor  and  purchaser,  by  contract  valid  in  law,  and 
to  no  other  relation.  A  mere  assignee  of  a  contract  is  in 
no  legal  sense  the  debtor  to  the  vendor,  unless  he  has  expressly 
undertaken  to  pay  the  debt  by  some  valid  instrument  or 
promise.  In  the  latter  case,  he  may,  legally  speaking,  be 
regarded  as  the  debtor  of  the  vendor  for  the  purchase  of 
real  estate.  This,  of  course,  must  be  understood  to  em- 
brace causes  only  where  the  assignment  is  authorized  and 
valid,  of  itself,  or  is  rendered  valid  by  some  subsequent  act 
or  assent  of  the  vendor,  binding  in  law. 

Debts  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitation  would  not  fall 
within  the  statute,  nor  would  mere  equitable  claims,  where 
no  legal  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  exist.  One  person 
may  hold  a  contract  by  assignment,  without  being  the 
debtor  to  the  vendor,  in  any  such  sense  as  the  statute  con- 
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templates.  If  he  is  mere  assignee^  the  original  contractor 
is  still  the  only  debtor  to  the  vendor,  and  unless  he  is  a  resi- 
dent of  the  town,  and  solvent,  the  debt  cannot  be  assessed 
in  such  town. 

A  "solvent  debtor^  is  a  person  who  has  sufficient  prop- 
erty to  pay  all  his  debts,  and  against  collection  of  such 
debts  may  be  enforced,  out  of  his  property,  by  due  pro^ 
cess  of  law. 

The  object  of  this  statute,  plainly,  was  not  to  discrimin- 
ate against  foreign  creditors,  but  to  subject  their  personal 
property  within  this  state,  justly  and  fairly,  to  taxation, 
in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  the  personal 
estate  of  citizens  of  the  state.  And  in  this  spirit  and  no 
other  should  assessors  act  in  the  discharge  of  their  duty  in 
such  cases.  The  writ  must  therefore  be  granted.  And  in- 
asmuch as  the  assessment  and  tax  were  fair  upon  their  face, 
and  the  defendant  has  no  personal  interest  in  the  question, 
but  has  voluntarily  undertaken,  outside  of  his  official  duty, 
to  defeat  the  tax,  and  prevent  its  collection,  he  must  be 
charged  personally  with  the  costs  of  this  proceeding. 


KoTB.— Thii  cam  wai  carried  to  the  court  of  appeals,  and  there  decided  by  afflrm- 
anoe  September  term,  iS67  {r^orted,  37  N.T.  J2.,  344).  Bot  that  court  did  not  pasa 
upon  the  important  qoestion,  whether  the  statement  famished  by  the  agent  to  the 
aMesaora  waa  oonolnaive  as  to  the  amoont  to  be  taxed.  Judge  Jouksok'b  opinion, 
aboTe,  theraiofe  stands  as  the  law  npon  that  point     Sep. 
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William  Seigel,  respondent,  agt.  Geoboe  HeiD; 
appellant. 


The  ooort  baa  no  authority  to  grant  an  order  of  r^farmee  in  an  action  for  the  yalae 
of  personal  property  sold,  oons^aCing  of  twenty  items  or  more  in  tlie  aoeoant,  where 
the  defendant  denies  that  the  property  wot  sold  to  Am;  and oifera  to  atipnlate  that 
at  the  trial,  he  will  not  dispate  or  question  the  items  of  said  claim,  either  as  to 
their  nnmber,  their  character,  their  valoe  or  their  price,  and  asks  a  trial  by  jury. 


.  New  Yorh  General  Termj  April,  1869. 

Before  Clerke,  Sutherland  and  Peckham,  Justices. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  a  quanti- 
ty of  meat  alleged  to  have  been  sold  to  defendant^  at  various 
times.     The  answer  is  a  general  denial. 

Plaintiff  made  a  motion  to  procure  an  order  of  reference, 
and  by  affidavit  showed  that  his  claim  included  more  than 
twenty  items  of  account. 

Defendant  read  and  filed  an  afiidavit  wherein  he  alleged, 
that  his  defense  consisted  wholly  in  a  denial  that  the  meat 
was  sold  to  him,  and  in  that  alone ;  and  offered  to  stipulate 
that  at  the  trial,  he  would  not  dispute  or  question  the  items 
of  said  claim,  either  as  to  their  number,  their  character,  their 
value  or  their  price,  and  asked  a  trial  by  jury. 

The  court  ordered  a  reference,  with  costs  of  motion  to 
abide  the  event,  and  hence  this  appeal. 

BRnroN  &  Ely,  attorneys  for  defendant  and  appellant. 

I.  It  vsrill  not  be  disputed  that,  independent  of  section  271 
of  the  Code,  the  court  had  not  power  to  grant  this  motion. 
{Sharp  agt.  The  Mayor  dtCy  18  How.  Pr.y  213.) 
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U.  By  section  271,  it  is  provided,  that  a  reference  may  be 
ordered,  '  Vhere  the  trial  of  an  issue  of  fact,  shall  require  the 
examination  of  a  long  account 

m.  Under  the  offer  of  stipulation  by  defendant,  it  was 
not  possible  that  the  trial  should  require  the  examination  of 
a  long  account,  or  any  account. 

The  offer  was  equivalent  to  an  issue  on  the  question  of 
the  proper  party  to  be  charged  with  the  purchase,  and  that 
alone.  The  trial,  by  this  offer  was  divested  of  every  ele- 
ment of  reference. 

rV.  The  order  should  have  been  that  the  motion  was 
ganted,  unless  defendant  serve  a  stipulation  in  substance  as 
offered,  within  a  specified  time,  in  which  case  the  motion, 
denied. 

An  order  granting  the  motion  unth  costSy  in  any  event  was 
extraordinary  and  unprecedented. 

Stilwell  &  Swain,  attorneys  for  plaintiff  atid  respon- 
dent. 

I.  No  appeal  lies  from  an  order  of  reference.  {The  People 
eo;  rel  McSpedon  agt.  HawSj  13  Abb.^  p  204 ;  TJbsdeU  agt. 
BooU  3  AhK^  p.  142 ;  Bean  and  wife  agt.  The  Empire  State 
Mutual  Insurance  Compantfy  9  JSbtr.,  jp.  69/  Kennedy  agt. 
Shilton^  1  HiU.jp.  646.) 

n.  An  order  of  reference  affects  no  substantial  right. 

A  substantial  right  is  a  fixed  determined  right,  independ- 
dent  of  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

An  order  of  reference  is  a  mere  matter  of  practice,  and 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court.  (Tollman  agt.  Harriman^ 
10  How.  B.,  jp.  90.) 

in.  This  is  a  proper  order,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  and  properly  made. 

It  appears  by  the  pleadings,  and,the  affidavit  used  on  the 
motion,  that  the  trial  of  the  action  will  require  the  examina- 
tion of  a  long  account. 
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IV.  The  defendant,  in  his  affidavit^  concedes  the  case  is 
one  for  a  reference  on  the  pleadings,  but  endeavors  to  pre- 
vent a  reference  hy  an  offer  to  stipulate  ^'not  to  dispute  or 
question  the  items  of  merchandize  as  to  their  number,  their 
character,  their  value  or  price." 

It  was  a  matter  of  discretion  with  the  court  below  whe- 
ther or  not  to  refuse  a  reference  on  this  stipulation,  and  that 
discretion  having  been  exercised  by  ordering  a  reference^  this 
court  should  not  review  it. 

V.  The  stipulation  should  have  been  served  before  the 
motion. 

VI.  The  stipulation  should  admit  the  cause  of  action, 
otherwise  the  sale  and  delivery  of  every  item  must  be  estab- 
lished. 

'  This  makes  it  the  examination  of  a  long  account,  proof  of 
sale  and  delivery  of  at  least  one  hundred  items. 
Vn.  The  order  should  be  affirmed. 

The  COURT,  after  the  argument  of  the  appeal,  reversed  the 
order  of  reference  unanimously. 
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I 

DuFFT  agt.  Ltkoh* 

This  eoort  will  allow  the  ezamiiiAfcion  of  a  partjr  as  a  witness  at  the  instanoe  of  the 
advene  party,  b^fitre  issue  jmned,  and  hefort  a  complaint  is  served. 

Where  such  examination  is  sought  by  the  plaintiff  before  he  serves  his  com- 
plaint, he  must  set  forth  in  his  affidavit  with  particularity,  the  fiiots  and  dream- 
stances  out  of  which  he  supposes  a  cause  of  aeUon  to  have  arisen,  the  relief  which 
he  snppposes  he  is  enUUed  to,  the  defenses  which  he  anticipates  will  be  interposed, 
and  the  subjects  in  relation  to  which  he  desires  to  interrogate  the  defendant. 

^fecial  Term^  Marchy  1869. 

Jacob  F.  Milleb,  for  phinHff. 
T.  BAmJNQTON,  fordefondant. 

Jones,  J.  This  court  is  exceedingly  liberal  in  its  construo 
tion  of  that  section  of  the  Code  which  permits  parties  to  a 
cause  to  be  examined  before  trial  as  witnesses  at  the  instance 
of  the  adverse  parties. 

Thus  we  allow  such  examination  to  be  had  before  issue 
joined,  and  even  before  complaint  served,  a  practice  which, 
so  far  as  I  am  aware,  prevails  in  no  other  court. 

But  while  the  court  is  thus  liberal,  it  also  takes  care  that 
its  liberality  shall  not  be  abused  by  turning  the  examination 
into  a  mere  fishing  excursion. 

To  this  end,  when  a  plaintiff  seeks  to  examine  a  defendant 
before  he  serves  his  complaint,  he  is  required  to  set  forth  in 
affidavit,  with  as  much  particularity  and  certainty  as  his  own 
knowledge  or  his  information  from  others  will  permit,  the 
facts  and  circumstances  out  of  which  he  supposes  a  cause  of 
action  to  have  arisen  in  his  favor,  the  relief  which  he  sup- 
poses he  is  entitled  to,  the  defenses  which  he  anticipates  will 
be  interposed,  and  the  subjects  in  relation  to  which  he  desires 
to  interrogate  the  defendant. 
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An  affidavit  thus  framed  enables  the  court  to  restrict  the 
examination  within  reasonable  limits,  and  to  rule  intelligent- 
ly upon  objections  taken  to  questions  propounded. 

The  object  of  allowing  the  examination  to  be  had  is  not  to 
enable  a  plaintiff  to  ascertain  whether  he  has  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion ;  but  to  enable  him  to  obtain  testimony  in  support  of  a 
cause  of  action  which  he  has  good  reason  to  believe  he  has^ 
especially  evidence  of  those  &cts  of  which  he  has  some  rea- 
sonable grounds  for  believing  the  defendant  has  a  peculiar 
knowledge  which  he  keeps  concealed  within  his  own  breast. 

One  who  has  brought  an  action  must  surely  know,  either 
of  his  own  knowledge  or  from  information,  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances out  of  which  he  deems  that  cause  of  actio^  to 
have  arisen.  He  must  also  know  the  relief  he  desires  to  ob- 
tain. If  the  proper  relief  is  doubtful  he  may  put  it  in  his 
affidavit  in  an  alternative  form.  He  must  also  ordinarily  be 
aware  of  the  grounds  on  which  the  defendant  resists  his 
claim,  and  also  of  the  subjects  on  which  he  desires  to  obtain 
proof  out  of  his  adversary's  own  mouth. 

If  he  is  unaware  of  the  grounds  on  which  the  defendant 
resists  his  claim,  he  may  state  that  fact  in  his  affidavit  and 
allege  that  he  desires  to  interrogate  the  defendant  as  to  what 
defense  he  has  against  the  claim.  On  such  an  affidavit  the 
question  could  properly  be  raised  and  determined  whether 
he  could  be  allowed  to  enter  on  such  a  line  of  examination. 

There  is  no  hardship  in  requiring  such  an  affidavit  to  be 
made. 

The  present  affidavit  id  defective  in  not  complying  with 
the  rules  above  laid  down. 

Order  discharged  without  costs  and  without  prejudice  to 
plaintiff  taking  out  another  one  founded  on  a  proper  affi- 
davit. 
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James  F.  Dabnall  agt.  Hoher  A.  Morehouse. 

The  ezlangniahmeiit  of  one  mose  of  action  by  the  sabstitotion  of  another  of  the 
same  degree,  can  only  be  by  way  of  ixecord  and  tai^faetioni  which  cannot  be  im- 
plied by  law,  bat  is  the  effectt  of  agreement  between  the  parties. 

When  there  is  an  engagement  to^y  money  and  the  penon  to  whom  it  is  to  be  paid, 
either  at  the  time  the  engagement  is  made,  or  tobseqnently,  receiTes  from  him 
who  has  undertaken  to  pay  to  him  the  money,  the  check  or  note  of  a  third  per* 
son,  snch  check  or  note  is  not  a  satisfection  of  the  engagement,  unless  it  be  so 
agreed. 

When  a  bargain  is  stmck  for  the  sale  of  goods />r  au4,  if  the  vendor,  npon  the  de- 
livery of  the  goods  receives  ftom  the  vendee,  the  check  or  note  of  a  third  person 
for  the  prioe,  there  is  no  presumption  that  such  cheek  or  note  was  received  in 
satisfaction  of  the  price. 

The  dicta  to  the  contrary  in  Breed  agt  Cook  C15  J.  22.,  241) ;  Nod  agt  Jf«rray, 
(13  If.  Y.  JB.,  167),  4ta,  commented  on. 

A  sale  is  the  transmutation  of  property  for  a  pecuniary  consideration. 

Where  A.  agrees  with  B.  to  deliver  to  him  certain  goods  for  a  certain  note  B. 
holds  against  a  third  person,  and  which  B.  does  not  undertake  shall  be  paid,  the 
contract  is  one  of  exchange. 

The  plaintiff  at  Buffalo  sold  to  the  defendant  a  drove  of  catUe  at  a  certain  prioe  per 
pound  ybr  cath. 

The  oatUe  were  weighed  and  delivered  tio  the  defendant,  and  the  parties  went  to 
an  office  and  the  defendant  procured  a  banker,  there  in  good  standing,  to  draw 
his  sight  draft  for  the  amount,  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  a  banking-house 
In  New  York  City,  and  offered  it  to  the  plaintiff,  who  required  the  defendant  to 
indorse  it,  which  he  did,  and  banded  it  to  the  plaintiff,  who  received  it 

The  banker  failed,  and  his  draft  was  dishonored,  of  which  the  defendant  had  due 
notice. 

Seld  that  there  was  no  presumption  of  law  tihat  the  banker's  draft  was  received  in 
payment 

Eeld  also  that  the  indorsement  of  the  draft  by  the  defSendant  was  to  give  it  credit 
with  the  plaintiff,  and  showed  that  plaintiff  did  not  take  it  at  his  own  risk. 

The  action  was  for  cattle  sold  and  delivered^  and  was 
tried  in  July,  1868,  before  Masten,  J.,  who  directed  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff,  and  ordered  the  defendants  exceptions 
to  be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  a  general  term. 

William  M.  Johnson,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  testified : 
I  reside  in  QreencasUe,  Putnam  County,  Indiana;  the  plain- 
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tiff  lives  in  Greencastle.  Id  October  last  I  came  to  Buffido 
from  Greencastle,  in  charge  of  some  cattle ;  two  loads, 
'  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  and  two  car  loads,  belonged  to 
Slith  &  Steel;  they  were  put  in  the  New  York  Central 
Railroad  cattle  yards  at  Buffalo.  I  met  defendant,  More- 
house, at  those  yards;  I  had  not  known  him  before;  I 
sold  the  cattle  to  him  at  the  yards  on  28th  October,  1867, 
between  eight  and  nine,  a.  h.  I  did  not  understand  where 
he  resided ;  the  plaintiff's  cattle  amounted  to  $2,826  30 ; 
Stith  &  Steele's  to  $2,100.  Morehouse  came  to  me  and 
asked  me  where  I  was  from,  and  I  told  him.  He  offered  me 
for  the  cattle  which  belonged  to  the  plaintiff  7|  cents  per 
pound,  and  for  Stith  &  Steele's  6|  cents  per  pound.  I  told 
him  he  might  have  them.  The  cattle  were  driven  out  and 
weighed ;  he  said  it  was  a  little  late,  and  he  wanted  to  ship 
the  cattle  by  the  Erie  Railroad,  and  he  would  settle  with  me 
after  they  were  shipped  ;  he  shipped  the  cattle.  He  came 
to  the  office  of  the  cattle  yards  about  ten,  a.  m.,  or  a  little 
after.  We  ascertained  the  amount,  and  Morehouse  stepped 
up  to  Burke,  Shuttleworth's  teller — ^he  was  busy ;  I  told 
Morehouse  I  would  like  to  go  out  on  next  Lake  Shore  train, 
and  I  had  just  about  time  to  get  to  it ;  Ae  told  Burke  to  fix 
me  out}  that  I  wanted  to  go  to  the  train.  Burke  began  to 
make  it  all  out  in  one  draft;  I  concluded  I  had  best  have  it 
made  out  in  two  drafts  $2,100  in  one,  and  the  remainder 
in  the  other.  I  had  not  spoken  to  Burke  about  a  draft 
when  he  commenced  making  out  the  one.  Morehouse 
had  not  said  any  thing  to  me  about  a  draft  before  that ; 
the  two  drafts  were  filled  out.  When  they  were  handed  to 
me  I  handed  them  to  Morehouse  and  told  him  he  would 
have  to  indorse  them  ;  he  wrote  his  name  across  the  back 
and  handed  them  to  me. 

I  went  directly  to  the  cars  and  when  I  arrived  in  Green- 
castle,  I  went  to  the  First  National  Bank  there,  and  depos- 
ited the  said  draft  for  $2,826  30;  to  the  credit  of  Darnall, 
the  plaintiff. 
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The  draft  for  plaintiff's  cattle  was  read  in  evidence  as 
follows : 

$2,860  30.  Banking-House  of 

H.  T.  Shuttleworth,  Buffalo,  N.  Y., 
28th  Oct..  1867. 

Pay  this  original  draft,  duplicate  unpaid,  to  the  order  of 
of  F.  L.  Burke,  teller,  twenty  eight  hundred  twenty-six 
30-100  dollars;  value  received. 

Jas.  M.  Bakes,  Cash. 

To  Messrs.  Fisk  &  Hatch,  bankers.  New  York. 

Endorsed,  Pay  W.  Johnson  or  order^ 
F.  L.  Burke,  Teller. 

W.  Johnsor,  H,  A.  Morehouse. 

The  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  the  certificate  of  a  notary 
public,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  but  without  date,  annexed 
to  said  draft,  certifying  that  on  the  fourth  day  of  November, 
1867,  he  presented  said  draft  at  the  office  of  Fisk  &,  Hatch, 
New  York,  to  a  person  in  charge,  and  demanded  payment 
thereof,  which  was  refused.     It  was  objected  to, 

1st.  Because  it  bears  no  date. 

2d.  It  does  not  state  the  giving  of  notice. 

3d.  It  does  not  state  to  whom  the  draft  was  presented. 

4th.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  person  describing  and 
signing  himself  as  a  notary,  was  one  in  fact. 

The  objections  were  overruled,  the  defendant  excepted, 
and  the  certificate  was  read. 

The  plaintiff  proved  that  the  First  National  Bank,  Green- 
castle,  forwarded  said  draft  on  the  day  it  \\as  deposited,  by 
mail  to  New  York  City  for  collection ;  that  it  was  returned 
to  said  bank  by  due  course  of  mail  with  the  notarial  certifi- 
cate annexed  to  it.  That  the  draft  with  the  notarial  certifi* 
cate  annexed  to  it  was  presented  to  the  defendant  and  pay- 
ment demanded  sooner  than  due  notice  by  mail  could  have 
reached  him  from  Greencastle. 

Homer  A.  Morehouse,  the  defendant,  testified  on  his  own 
behalf,  as  follows : 
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I  bought  the  cattle  of  Johnson;  I  supposed  he  owned 
them  ;  he  did  not  say  where  he  was  from  or  where  he  was 
going,  and  I  did  not  know  ;  we  weighed  the  cattle ;  I  said, 
I  tvUl  take  them  to  Erie  pens  and  came  bach  and  pay  you  ;  / 
tooh  them  to  the  Erie  Boad  and  then  went  to  the  office^  and  I 
and  Johnson  figured  up  the  amount ;  Burhe  ashed  him  hou>'  he 
would  have  it;  he  said  he  would  have  it  in  drafts  to  order  of 
W.  JohnsoUj  one  for  $2^100,  the  other  for  the  balance;  Burke 
handed  him  the  drafts,  and  he  said  to  me^  I  want  you  to  put 
your  name  on  them  ;  I  did  put  my  name  on ;  I  gave  to  Burke 
a  draft  on  my  partner  in  New  York  for  the  amount  before  I 
left  the  office. 

I  have  dealt  with  Shuttleworth  a  year  or  more. 

The  defendant  proved  that  the  draft  drawn  by  defendant 
on  his  partner  was  paid  on  presentation  on  the  30thy  Octo- 
ber, 1867.  That  at  the  time  the  drafts  were  delivered  to 
Johnson,  Shuttleworth  was  a  banker  in  the  city  of  Buffalo, 
in  good  credit;  that  James  M.  Baker  was  his  cashier,  and 
F.  L.  Burke  his  teller.  That  Fisk  &  Hatch  paid  all  of 
Shuttleworth's  drafls  upon  them,  to  the  close  of  business  on 
Saturday,  November  2d  1867.  That  there  were  then  to  his 
credit  with  Fisk  &  Hatch,  $20,000.  That  if  said  draft  had 
%eeu  presented  on  or  before  Saturday  it  would  have  been 
paid.  That  on  Monday,  November  4th  1867,  before  the 
hour  of  business,  Shuttleworth  telegraphed  them  that  he 
had  failed,  and  to  pay  no  more  of  his  drafts,  and  that  they 
paid  none  on  the  4th  of  November  nor  since.  That  there 
are  two  mails  from  Buffalo  to  New  York  daily,  one  leaving 
at  two  p.  H.  and  reaching  New  York  next  day  at  seven  a. 
M.,  the  other  leaving  Buffalo  at  six  p.  IL  reaching  New  York 
the  next  day  afler  business  hours.  The  questions  presented 
by  the  exceptions  are  stated  in  the  opinion.  The  Lake  Sbnro 
Rail  Road  runs  west  from  Buffalo* 

John  Ganson,  for  plaintiff. 
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I.  There  was  not  any  evidence  to  BuJbmit  to  the  jury  tend- 
ing to  prove  that  the  plaintiff's  agent  received  the  sight  draft 
of  MnSh  uttleworth  in  payment  of  the  cattle. 

The  taking  of  the  check;  sight  draft;  or  note  of  a  third 
person^  does  not  operate  as  a  payment,  unless  it  is  expressly 
agreed  to  be  received  as  such.  The  onus  of  proving  such 
agreement  is  upon  the  debtor.  {Johnson  agt.  Weed,  9  John., 
310;  Porter  agt.  Tdlcotty  1  Cow.,  389;  FaiZagt.  Foster,  4k 
Com.,  312 ;  Turner  Skgt.  The  Bank  of  Fox  Lake,  2  Transcript 
Appeals,  344.) 

The  note  of  the  debtor  himself;  or  his  check;  is  not  a  pay- 
ment, even  if  expressly  agreed  to  be  received  as  such,  unless 
it  proves  to  be  good.  (Cok  agt.  SacJcett,  1  HiU.,  516 ;  Way- 
dell  agt.  Luer,  6  HiU.,  448 ;  Elwood  agt.  Beifendorff,  5  Bar., 
398.) 

There  was  not  any  express  agreement;  one  way  or  the 
other,  proven  on  the  trial. 

n.  The  fact  that  the  defendant,  Morehouse, 'indorsed  the 
sight  draft;  at  the  time  he  passed  it  to  the  agent  of  the  plain- 
tiff, on  the  requirement  of  the  agent,  repels  any  presumtion 
which  might;  otherwise,  arise  that  the  sight  draft  was  taken 
in  payment. 

It  not  only  repels  any  presumption  of  payment;  but  puts 
the  case  in  precisely  the  same  position  as  if  Mr.  Morehouse 
the  debtor;  had  given  his  own  check  for  the  cattle. 

The  only  thing  that  could  discharge  the  defendant  from 
liability  to  pay  for  the  cattlo;  under  the  circumstances;  of 
this  case,  was  want  of  diligence  in  presenting  the  draft  for 
payment. 

ni.  The  plaintiff  used  due  diligence  in  presenting  the 
]raft  for  payment. 

It  was  understood;  as  the  jury  havis  found,  by  the  parties, 
that  the  draft  was  to  be  taken  west.  This  being  so,  the  ev- 
idence shows  that  due  diligence  was  used. 

IV.  Judgment  should  be  given  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
for  the  amount  of  the  verdict. 
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Nelson  Smith  and  Geo.  B.  HibbabD; /or  defendant. 

I.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  Shuttlewoith  draft  was  pro- 
perly protested.  Without  proper  demand  and  notice  of  non- 
payment;  this  action  cannot  be  sustained.  Nor  can  the 
plaintiff  maintain  this  action,  unless  upon  the  trial  the  Shut- 
tleworth  draft  was  tendered  to  the  defendant. 

1.  It  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  cause  the  draft  to 
be  duly  presented,  and  notice  of  its  non-payment  to  be  gir- 
en,  and  tender  it  to  the  defendant  on  the  trial  Unless  this 
was  done  be  made  the  draft  his  own,  and  the  whole  transac- 
tion then  (whatever  may  have  been  the  effect  of  the  previ- 
ous acts  of  the  parties),  constituted  a  payment  of  the  debt 
arising  on  the  purchase  ol  the  cattle.  The  burden  is  on  the 
plaintiff  to  show  that  this  was  done.  (Drayton  agt.  Trully 
S3  Wend.,  345;  Dennistan  agt.  Inhrie,  3  Wash.  C.  C.  Ry 
396;  Woodcock  agt.  Bennett^  1  Cow.,  711;  Copper  agt. 
Powell,  Anthonys  N.  P.,  68 ;  Shrim&r  agt.  Ketter,  25  Pa.,  61.) 

2.  No  BuflScient  proof  of  the  demand  and  notice  of  non- 
payment is  given. 

3.  The  notary's  certificate  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  these 
facts,  for  the  reasons  stated  at  the  time  when  objection  was 
made  to  its  introduction.  (1  Parsons  on  notes  and  BiOst 
645.) 

4.  The  draft  was  presented  for  payment,  Monday,  the 
fourth  of  November,  1867.  The  defendant  did  not  receive 
notice  of  the  non-payment  of  the  draft  for  many  days  after- 
wards, upon  any  showing/  He  did  not  receive  any  formal 
notice  of  protest  until  long  afterwards. 

5.  The  draft  was  not  tendered  to  the  defendant  on  the 
trial. 

II.  The  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  laches,  in  not  causing  the 
draft  to  be  presented  until  after  the  failure  of  Shuttleworth| 
and  therefore  the  defendant  is  discharged.  The  doctrine  ia 
a  familiar  one. 
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1.  The  agent  of  the  plaintifi  received  the  draft  on  the 
twenty-eighth  day  of  October,  1867.  Shuttleworth's  drafts 
were  paid  in  New  York  to  and  iacluding  the  second  day  of 
November,  1867 — ^five  days  after  the  making  of  the  draft. 
It  could  have  been  presented  (and  if  presented  would  have 
been  paid),  three  days  before  payment  of  Shuttleworth's 
drafts  were  stopped. 

2.  Such  delay,  as  a  matter  of  law,  is  unreasonable.  Nor 
was  there  any  evidence  in  the  case  tending  to  show  any  con- 
sent on  the  part  of  Morehouse  that  the  draft  should  not  be  at 
once  presented  to  the  drawee.  Johnson's  testimony  as  to 
his  residence  in  Greencastle,  ftc  does  no  touch  that  point. 

3.  The  court  therefore  erred  in  submitting  to  the  jury  the 
question  as  to  Morehouse's  consent  that  the  draft  might  be' 
taken  West.  There  was  no  evidence  to  be  submitted  to  ihem 
on  that  point — ^no  evidence  tending  to  show  an  affirmative 
agreement  thai  the  draft  might  be  taken  West  The  direc- 
tion was  otherwise  improper.  (5iee  agt  Cunninghamy  1  Co* 
wen^  397.) 

III.  The  court  should  have  granted  the  defenant's  motion 
tor  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint^  made  at  the  close  of  the 
plaintiff's  case,  and  at  the  close  of  the  proofs,  on  the  ground 
that  it  appeared  that  the  taking  of  the  Shuttleworth  draft 
was  payment  for  the  cattle. 

1.  The  sale  of  the  cattle  was  for  cash,  and  there  was  no 
waiver  of  the  condition  to  the  passing  of  the  tittle  in  the 
cattle,  that  the  price  should  be  first  paid.  The  plaintiff 
could  have  maintained  replevin  for  the  cattle,  at  any  time 
before  the  receipt  of  the  draft  by  him.  The  doctrine  is  of 
course  a  familiar  one.  (2  Ken^s  Com.^  496,  ^7,  and 
cases.) 

Necessarily,  therefore,  the  sale  of  the  cattle  and  the  tak- 
ing the  Shuttleworth  draft  were  legally  simultaneous  trans- 
actions. The  title  in  the  cattle  passed,  and  the  draft  was 
received  at  the  same  instant.  The  draft  was  not  taken  for 
a  precedent  debt. 
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2.  Where  a  draft  has  beeu  so  taken,  simultaneously  with 
the  passing  of  the  title  to  the  property,  (in  the  absence  of 
proof  that  it  was  not  intended  to  be  taken  as  payment),  the 
legal  presumption  is,  that  it  was  taken  in  payment  of  the 
debt,  and  it  will  be  so  held.  Such  presumption  appUes,  and 
(in  the  absence  of  fraud  and  misrepresentation,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  proof  that  the  draft  was  not  taken  in  payment),  is  con- 
clusive in  this  case.  (Noel  agt.  Murray^  13  N.  IT.,  167 ; 
WJUtbeck  agt.  Van  Ness,  11  J.  JB.,  409.) 

3.  Nor  does  the  fact  that  Morehouse  individually  indorsed 
the  draft  affect  the  question.  The  idea  that  when  a  party 
indorses  paper  so  given,  it  may  not  be  regarded  as  payment, 
is  based  upon  the  fact  that  the  party  is  liable  upon  the  paper 
indorsed.  It  is  the  same  in  principle  as  if  the  party  had  given 
his  own  note  for  the  debt.  Such  is  not  this  case,  in  fact  or 
in  principle. 

a.  The  indorsment  was  by  only  one  of  the  defendants. 
Certainly  it  cannot  be  claimed  that,  upon  such  an  indorse- 
ment, the  vendees  of  the  cattle  would  be  liable.  Nor,  upon 
authority,  can  action  be  maintained  against  them  as  vendees 
of  the  property,  under  such  circumstances.  (Soffe  agt.  CM* 
laghery  3  E.  D.  SmiOi's  J?.,  607 ;  ShHmer  agt  Ketterj  26  Fa.^ 
61 ;  Frisbie  agt.  Lamedy  21  Wend.y  460  -,  WaydeUagt.  Suer^ 
3  DeniOj  410;  Arnold  agt.  Camp^  12  J.  B.  409;  St.  Jolm 
agt.  Purdyj  1  Sandfordj  9.) 

h.  But  even  the  defendant,  Morehouse,  was  not  liable  on 
the  draft,  and  therefore  the  principle  which  prevents  the 
transfer  of  the  paper  of  a  third  party,  upon  the  creation  of 
a  simultaneous  debt — ^the  principle  that  the  debtor's  substan- 
tial liability  is  preserved— does  not  apply  to  the  case.  {See 
authorities  last  cited.) 

c*  The  defendant,  Morehouse,  would  not  have  been  liable 
on  the  drafi;,  for  the  reason  that  the  plaintiff  was  substan- 
tially its  payee.  The  nominal  payee  was  his  agent,  but  he 
will  be  regarded,  of  course,  the  same  as  his  principal.  (Lanih 
rence  agt.  Shepardy  Anthonys  N.  P.,  281.) 
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Morehouse  stood;  therefore^  in  the  position  of  second  indor- 
ser  of  the  draft. 

cL  Morehouse,  therefore,  could  not  be  made  liable  on  the 
draft.  (EUis  agt.  Broum^  6  Barbour^  282 ;  WcUerbury  agt. 
Sificlair,  1  Ahbott,  399.) 

c.  The  consequence  follows  that  the  presumption  of  pay- 
ment exists  in  this  case  the  same  as  it  would,  had  there  been 
no  indorsement  of  the  draft,  and  this  action  cannot  be  sus- 
tained.   (See  authorities  above  cited  under  this  point) 

IV.  The  court  erred  in  not  submitting  to  the  jury  the 
question  whether  or  not  the  draft  was  reiJly  taken  as  pay- 
ment, or  intended  to  be  payment  at  the  time  when  the  same 
was  taken  by  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff.  "There  must  al- 
ways, or  nearly  always,  be  some  evidence  of  this  intent,  (the 
intent  with  which  paper  is  delivered),  in  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  or  in  the  conduct  of  the  parties.'*  (2  Parsons 
on.Notes  and  BiUsy  161,  and  cases  cited,) 

There  is  abundant  evidence  in  this  case— -in  the  character 
of  the  trade— in  the  situation  of  Shuttleworth — in  the  ig- 
norance of  the  plaintiff's  agent  of  Morehouse's  circumstances 
— ^in  the  absence  of  all  inquiry  as  to  the  responsibility  of  the 
defendant — ^in  the  idea,  upon  the  plaintiff's  claim,  that  More^ 
house  was  willing  the  draft  should  be  taken  west — ^in  More- 
house's evidence  as  to  the  alternative  offered  the  plaintiff's 
agent  as  to  how  he  would  have  his  pay,  in  currency  or  in 
draft —  in  the  fact  that  Morehouse  drew  his  sight  draft  on 
New  York  for  the  money  for  the  cattle — ^in  the  whole  as- 
pect of  the  case — ^to  have  carried  the  case  to  the  iury  on  the 
question  of  intent  as  to  payment,  and  to  have  sustained  their 
verdict  that  the  draft  was  taken  as  payment  for  the  cattle. 
There  was  much  more  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
dnift  was,  in  fact,  taken  as  payment,  than  there  was  to  show 
an  agreement  that  the  draft  might  be  taken  west. 

Bif  the  courtj  MAfirrEK,  J. :     This  case  is  before  us  upon 
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exceptions  taken  by  the  defendant  at  the  trial,  and  directed 
to  be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  a  general  term. 

The  certificate  of  a  notary  public  was  offered  in  evidence 
to  show  that  payment  of  the  bill  drawn  by  Shuttleworth 
upon  Fisk  &  Hatch  attached  to  it,  had  been  demanded  and 
refused.  At  commn  law,  the  bill  being  inland,  the  notarial 
certificate  was  not  evidence,  but  by  the  statute  is  made  ev* 
idence  of  the  facts  stated  in  it. 

Its  admission  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  stated  in  the 
case,  which,  to  my  mind,  are  too  clearly  untenable  to  admit 
of  discussion. 

The  exceptions,  also,  present  the  following  questions : 

1.  Was  the  receiving  by  Johnson,  under  the  circumstan- 
ces, of  Shuttleworth's  bill  upon  Fisk  A  Hatch,  an  actual 
satisfaction  or  payment  of  the  price  for  which  the  cattle 
were  sold  to  the  defendant  t 

There  is  no  evidence  of  an  express  agreement  that  it 
should  be  payment. 

The  extinguishment  of  one  cause  of  action  by  the  sub- 
stitution of  another,  of  the  same  degree,  can  at  the  com- 
mon law,  only  be  by  way  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  which 
cannot  be  implied  by  law,  but  is  the  effect  of  an  agreement 
between  the  parties.     (3  American  Leading  cases^  162-196. 

By  the  civil  law  novation  can  only  be  established  by  an 
express  declaration  to  that  effect  by  the  creditor,  or  by  acta 
which  are  tantamount  to  such  declaration ;  and  the  delega- 
tion, by  which  the  debtor  gives  to  the  creditor  another 
debtor,  is  not  a  novation,  unless  there  be  an  express  declara* 
tion  to  that  effect,  or  what  is  tantamount  to  it. 

And  hence  it  is  has  been  repeatedly  ruled  in  this  state, 
and  is  settled  law,  that  if  a  creditor  receives  from  his 
debtor,  the  check,  note,  or  bill  of  a  third  person,  upon  a  pre- 
existing debt,  the  presumption  is,  that  it  was  received  as 
additional  security,  and  not  as  an  accord  and  satisfaction. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  contends  that  if, 
at  the  time  of  sale,  the  seller  receives  from  the  purchaser  the 
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note  or  bill  of  a  third  person  for  the  price^  the  presumption 
of  law  is  that  it  is  received  in  absolute  payment. 

There  are  dicta  to  that  efiect,  but  I  know  of  no  case  in 
which  the  question  being  directly  up,  was  so  decided. 

In  all  the  cases  I  have  seen  in  which  it  was  held  that  the 
vendee  was  not  liable  for  the  price  of  the  goods  by  reason 
of  the  vendor  having  received  the  note  or  bill  of  a  third 
person  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  the  decision  is  put  upon  the 
agreement  of  the  parties,  either  express  or  found  as  the  re- 
sult of  a  mutual  understanding,  or  meeting  of  the  minds  of 
of  the  parties,  in  contra  distinction  to  an  agreement  implied 
by  law. 

In  some  of  the  cases,  the  question  was  whether  there  was 
ever  any  debt  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  vendee ;  and 
in  others,  whether  there  was  an  accord  and  satisfaction. 

A  sale  is  the  transmutation  of  property  for  a  pecuniary  con- 
sideration. {WiUiantMn  agt.  Barry^  8  How.  U.  8.  JR., 
544.) 

Where  A  seUs  certain  goods  to  B,  for  a  note  which  B 
holds  against  a  third  person,  and  delivers  it  to  A,  and  for 
the  payment  of  which  note  B  does  not  undertake  to  be  re- 
sponsible, B  is  not,  in  any  event,  under  any  liability  to  A 
for  the  price  of  the  goods.  It  is  an  exchange  of  the  goods 
for  the  note,  and  is  in  legal  effect  as  though  one  chattel 
had  been  exchanged  for  another. 

Of  such  a  transaction  it  is  not  accurate  to  say  that  the 
note  was  received  in  or  as  payment,  no  more  than  it  would 
be  in  a  horse  trade  to  say  that  the  one  horse  was  received  in 
payment  for  the  other. 

I  think  it  may  be  laid  down  upon  principle,  that  when- 
ever there  is  an  engagement  to  pay  money,  and  the  person 
to  whom  it  is  to  be  paid  receives  from  him  who  has  under- 
taken to  pay  it,  his  note  or  bill,  or  that  of  a  third  person,  by 
which  it  is  expected  that  the  money  will  be  received  by  him 
who  is  entitled  to  it,  such  note  or  bill  is  not  a  satisfaction 
of  the  engagement  to  pay,  unless  it  be  agreed  that  such 
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shall  be  its  effect^  the  onus  of  showing  which  rests  upon 
the  debtor. 

And  this  is  the  case,  whether  the  obligation  to  pay  money 
is  a  precedent  one^  or  is  created  simultaneously  with  the  re* 
ceipt  of  the  note  or  bill. 

The  fact  being  ascertained,  or  conceded  that  there  was 
an  undertaking  on  the  part  ot  him  who  delivered  the  note 
or  billy  to  pay  money  to  him  who  receiyed  it,  the  taking  of 
the  note  or  bill  is  not  a  satis&ction  of  the  undertaking,  or  an 
extinguishment  of  the  cause  of  action,  as  has  already  been 
stated,  unless  there  be  an  accord. 

^^  When  the  terms  of  sale  are  agreed  on  and  the  bargain 
is  struck,  the  contract  of  sale  becomes  absolute  as  between 
the  parties,  without  actual  payment  or  delivery."  (2  Kent 
Com.f  492.) 

The  price  is  an  essential  ingredient  in  a  contract  of  sale, 
and  there  is  an  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  buyer  to  pay 
it  to  the  seller ;  and  when  the  terms  are  cash  down,  the 
seller,  being  ready  to  deliver  the  goods  sold,  can  immediately 
maintain  an  action  against  the  buyer  for  the  price. 

Now,  when  the  terms  of  sale  are  agreed  on  by  the  parties, 
and  the  bargain  is  struck,  and  the  contract  of  sale  has  be- 
come absolute  between  the  parties,  and  the  price  is  to  be 
paid  down  in  cash,  and  the  seller  delivers  the  goods  sold  to 
the  buyer,  who,  at  the  close,  instead  of  the  money,  delivers 
to  the  vendor  the  check  of  a  third  person  on  a  bank,  paya- 
ble presently,  which  is  duly  presented  for  payment  and  is 
dishonored,  and  the  buyer  notified,  is  there  any  presumption 
of  reason,  and  therefore  of  law,  that  the  check  was  received 
in  absolute  payment  of  the  price  and  in  discharge  of  the 
buyer! 

I  think  it  follows  from  what  I  have  said,  that  there  is  no 
such  presumption. 

The  same  result  would  follow,  if,  instead  of  a  check  pay- 
able presently,  it  was  a  time  note  or  bill,  except  that  in  such 
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case^  the  debt  would  be  suspended  until  the  note  or  bill  ma- 
tured. 

The  Bank  of  EngUxnd  agt.  Newman^  (1  Ld.  Baymond  B.j 
442),  was  a  sale  of  notes.  Holt^  Chief  Justice^  said,  ^^This 
is  a  plain  sale  of  the  bill  without  indorsement."  FydeU  agt. 
Clarh^  (1  JEsp.  Cases^  447),  was  the  same.  Ward  agt.  Evans^ 
(2  Zrf"  Baymond  JR.,  928),  was  the  case  of  a  pre-existing 
debt.  In  delivering  his  opinion  Chief  Justice  Holt  said, 
"I  agree  with  my  brother,  Damall,  (the  plaintiff  ^s  counsel), 
that  taking  a  note  for  goods  sold  is  a  payment  because  it 
was  part  of  the  original  contract.'' 

The  case  did  not  call  for  the  remark.  ClarTc  agt.  Mundalj 
(1  SaJJceld  B.f  124),  was  also  the  case  of  a  precedent  debt. 
Holt,  Chief  Justice,  said,  ^^f  A  sells  goods  to  B,  and  B  is 
to  give  a  MU  in  satisfaction^  B  is  discharged  though  the  bill  is 
never  paid,  for  the  bill  is  payment." 

In  Johnson  agt.  Weedy  (9  Johnson  22.,  310),  there  was  a 
contrariety  in  the  evidence. 

The  defendant's  proof  went  to  show  that  it  was  part  of 
the  bargain  that  Townsend's  note  should  be  taken  in  pay- 
ment of  the  goods ;  whilst  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  show- 
ed that  they  were  to  be  paid  for  in  cash;  and  that  when 
Townsend's  note  made  payable  to  the  plaintiff  was  produced, 
the  plaintiff  observed  that  the  note  ought  to  have  been  made 
payable  to  and  indorsed  by  the  defendants,  to  which  one  of 
the  defendants  replied,  that  it  would  make  no  difference. 

The  plaintiff  then  took  the  note  and  gave  defendants  a 
bill  of  the  goods  and  a  receipt  in  full  at  the  bottom. 

Chief  Justice  Kent  charged  the  jury,  that  unless  the 
plaintiff  agreed  to  receive  the  note  as  payment  and  to  run 
the  risk  of  its  being  paid,  the  mere  taking  of  the  note  would 
not  amount  to  a  payment.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff 
and  a  new  trial  was  denied.  WhitbecJc  agt.  Van  NesSy  (11 
John.  iZ.,  409),  was  for  the  price  of  a  horse.  The  case  was 
not  disposed  of  upon  any  legal  presumption,  but  upon  the 
agreement  in  fact  between  the  parties.    Spenceb,  J.,  in  de« 
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Uvering  the  opinion  of  the  court  eaid^  ^'The  single  point  for 
our  determination  in  this  case  is  whether  the  note  of  a  third 
person  agreed  to  be  taken  in  payment  for  goods  sold  at  the 
same  time  is  taken  at  the  risk  of  the  vendor  of  the  goods,  or 
of  the  vendee.*  •  •  • 

Nothing  can  be  more  manifest  than  that  both  parties  per- 
fectly understood  that  the  plaintiff  should  take  Deane's  note 
at  his  own  hazard.*  •  •  •  The  intrinsic  circumstances  of 
this  case  plainly  show  that  the  plaintiff  considered  himself 
as  taking  Deane's  note  at  his  own  risk.  It  was  made  paya- 
ble to  the  plaintiff  himself,  and  the  defendant  by  not  indors- 
ing it  or  guaranteeing  the  payment  of  it,  clearly  declined 
pledging  his  own  responsibility.  The  offer  was  made  by  the 
defendant  of  Deane's  note  for  the  horse ;  tiie  plaintiff  took 
time  to  consider  whether  it  was  advisable  to  take  Deane's 
note,  and  after  deliberation  and  we  must  presume,  too^  after 
inquiry,  agreed  to  sell  the  horse  for  the  note.*  •  •  •  To  my 
mind  the  nature  and  proof  of  the  transaction  furnish  as  de- 
cisive proof  that  the  plaintiff  was  to  take  the  note  at  his 
own  peril  as  if  it  had  been  stipulated  in  express  terms." 

Breed  agt.  Cookj  (15  John.  Ry  241),  was  for  the  price  of 
a  horse,  and  arose  in  a  justice's  court.  The  case  states  that 
the  price  of  the  horse  was  $66,  m  part  payment  of  which  the 
defendant  gave  to  the  plaintiff  the  note  of  one  Fillmore  for 
$23.  That  it  was  |)rot;ed  by  the  defendant  that  at  the  tizns 
of  the  sale  of  the  horse,  the  plaintiff  requested  him  to  indorse 
the  note ;  this  he  refused  to  do,  and  stated  that  the  maker 
of  the  note  was  as  well  known  to  the  plaintiff  as  to  him  \ 
that  the  plaintiff^  after  inquiring  into  the  solvency  of  the 
maker,  finally  agreed  to  take  the  note  without  indorsement. 
The  justice  decided,  that  the  plaintiff,  not  having  made  any 
special  contract  to  take  the  note  at  his  own  risk,  the  defend- 
ant was  liable, 

Fer  Curiam,  "The  justice  erred,  admitting  the  rule  of 
Irfw  to  be  as  he  apprehended,  yet  he  clearly  mis-applied  it; 
for  the  evidence  shotjced  satisfactorily  that  the  vendors  agreed 
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to  tcike  the  note  at  iheir  own  risk.  The  decision  in  Whitbech 
agt.  Van  Ness^  (It  John,  i?.,  409)^  gives  the  true  mle  on  this 
pointy  which  is,  that  if  the  vendor  of  goods  receive  from 
the  purchaser  the  note  of  a  third  person  at  the  time  of  the 
saloi  it  is  deemed  to  have  been  accepted  bj  the  vendor  in 
payment  and  satisfaction  unless  the  contrary  be  expressly 
proved.'^ 

Now  it  is  quite  plain,  that  the  enunciation  of  the  rule^ 
supposed  to  have  been  laid  down  in  Whifbeck  agt.  Van  Ness 
was  not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  the  case  before  the 
court. 

Upon  examination  of  Whitkeek  agt.  Van  NesSj  is  is  equal- 
ly plain  that  no  such  rule  was  laid  down  in  that  case  as 
stated.  In  delivering  the  opinion  in  Johnson  agt.  Weedy  su- 
pray  it  was  said  that^  'Hhere  must  be  a  clear  and  special 
agreement  that  the  vendor  shall  take  the  paper  absolutely  as 
payment^  or  it  will  be  no  payment.'' 

It  would  seem  that  the  justice  of  the  peace  in  Breed  agt. 
Cooky  put  bis  decision  upon  this  remark. 

In  Whifbeck  agt.  Van  Nessy  Spencer,  J.,  in  the  course  of 
his  opinion,  said,  "I  am  compelled  to  say,  that  although  I 
assented  to  the  decision  in  Johnson  agt.  Weedy  and  yet  be- 
lieve it  to  be  correct,  the  reasoning  of  the  judge,  who  gave 
the  opinion,  went  further  than  I  intended ;  and,  as  I  under- 
stand those  of  my  brethreh  who  assented  to  the  decision, 
further  than  they  meant  to  go.''  The  learned  judge  then 
goes  on  to  show  that  a  specialy  express  agreement  is  not  ne- 
cessary, but  that  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction  and  the 
proofs,  it  may  be  found,  as  a  fact,  that  such  was  the  mutual 
understanding  of  the  parties. 

From  the  facts  in  Whifbeck  agt.  Van  NesSy  as,  by  the  state- 
ment of  Judge  Spencer  which  I  have  given,  they  appear 
to  have  been  understood  by  the  court,  it  would  seem  that 
the  case  was  not  strictly  one  of  sale,  but  of  exchange. 

It  is  possible  that  the  dictay  that  if,  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  the  seller  receives  from  the  buyer,  the  note,  or  bill,  or 


526  •     *"SW  YORK  PRACTICE  BEPOBTa 

DftnuOl  agtMoralMMue. 

check  of  a  third  person  for  the  price,  there  13  a  presmnp* 
tion  of  law  that  it  was  taken  in  absolute  payment  and  at 
the  risk  of  the  seller,  may  have  their  origin  in  the  cases  I 
ha^e  cited. 

It  is  claimed  that  in  Sew  agt.  Barber  (3  Cowens^  R^  272), 
this  dictum  became  a  decision.  But  this  is  not  so.  The 
action  was  to  recover  back  the  price  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to 
the  defendant  on  the  purchase  of  a  horse,  the  title  of  which 
had  failed.  It  came  before  court  on  a  special  verdict  by 
which  it  was  found  that  the  plaintiff*  paid  the  defendant 
for  the  horse  in  a  note  against  a  third  person,  and  the  ques- 
tion was,  whether  proof  of  such  payment,  sustained  the 
common  money  counts. 

The  case  of  Noel  agt.  Murray  was  for  the  price  of  some 
looking-glass  plates ;  it  originated  in  the  superior  court  of 
New  York. 

Upon  the  trial  it  appeared  that  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
and  delivery  of  the  plates,  the  defendant  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff*  the  note  of  a  third  person  on  time,  and  paid  the 
balance  of  the  price  in  money ;  and  the  plaintiff*  gave  to  the 
defendant  a  receipt  in  full  for  the  plates. 

There  was  also  other  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
note  was  received  in  payment  and  at  the  risk  of  the  plaintiff*. 
There  was  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

The  case  was  taken  to  the  general  term  of  that  court, 
where  it  was  held  that  the  evidence  proved  that  it  was  the 
understanding  of  the  parties  that  the  note  should  be  re- 
ceived by  the  plaintiff  in  payment  for  the  plates  and  at  his 
own  risk. 

The  decision  was  not  placed  upon  any  presumption  o( 
law,  but  upon  established  facts.     ( 1  Dtier  R^  385.) 

Upon  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  the  judgment  was 
affirmed.     (13  K  T.  R,  167.) 

The  case  came  before  the  court  upon  an  exception  to  the 
refusal  of  the  judge  to  decide  as  matter  of  law  that  there 
was  no  payment,  and  on  an  exception  to  his  charge,  which 
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was  that  iS^from  the  evidence^  the  jury  found  that  it  was  part 
of  the  agreement  between  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
and  delivery  of  the  plates,  that  the  note  should  be  received 
in  payment,  they  should  find  for  the  defendant.  It  does  not 
appear  that  any  thing  was  said  in  the  charge  about  pre- 
sumptions. Opinions  were  delivered  by  Judges  Marvin  and 
Dean.  In  the  course  of  his  opinion  Judge  Mabvin  indulges 
in  the  dictum  under  consideration,  and  cites  the  cases  upon 
which  I  have  commented.  But  the  decision  of  the  case  is 
put  by  both  of  the  judges  upon  the  ground  that  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  of  an  agreement,  in  fact  that  the  note 
was  received  in  payment  and  at  the  risk  of  the  plaintiff,  to 
carry  the  case  to  the  jury.  Indeed  that  was  the  only  ques- 
tion presented  by  the  bill  of  exceptions  for  the  judgment  of 
the  court. 

The  case  leaves  the  dictum^  still  an  obiter  dictum. 

In  the  case  before  us  the  terms  of  the  sale  of  cattle  were 
agreed  on,  the  bargain  struck  and  the  cattle  delivered. 

The  sale  was  for  cash.  While  it  is  true  that  if  the  de* 
fendant  had  refused  to  pay  for  the  cattle,  the  plaintifi  might 
have  retaken  possession  of  them,  yet  the  plaintiff  had  the 
election  in  such  case  not  to  retake  them.  The  statute  of 
frauds  was  satisfied,  and  the  plaintiff  could  have  brought 
action  against  the  purchaser  for  the  price. 

There  was  then,  a  debt  or  liability  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant for  the  price. 

All  that  remained  to  be  done  to  dose  up  the  matter,  was 
the  payment  of  the  price.  If,  when  the  parties  met  a  cou- 
ple of  hours  after  for  that  purpose,  the  defendant  had  hand- 
ed to  the  plaintiff's  agent  the  Shuttleworth  draft,  and  he  had 
received  it  without  a  word  being  said  as  to  whether  or  not 
it  should  be  accepted  as  actual  payment,  I  maintain  upon 
principle  it  would  not  have  been  a  payment. 

Again,  in  the  case  before  us  the  plaintiff's  agent  refused 
to  rceive  the  Shuttleworth  draft  or  bill,  unless  the  defendant 
would  indorse  it,  and  the  defendant  thereupon  indorsed  it 
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The  question  before  us,  is  not  in  what  form  the  defend- 
ant would  be  liable  if  there  was  in  fact  an  agreement  that 
the  draft  should  be  absolute  payment ;  but  whether  there 
Mras  such  an  agreement  or  sufficient  evidence  thereof;  to  carry 
the  question  to  the  jury. 

Reason  and  authority  I  think,  justify  us,  even  if  there  is 
such  a  presumption  as  that  contended  for  by  the  defendant, 
in  saying,  that  where  the  liability  of  the  buyer  is  continued 
in  any  form,  that  fact  rebuts  the  presumption,  and  shows 
that  the  note  was  not  taken  at  the  risk  of  the  vendor  and  in 
absolute  payment. 

In  Bfdler  agt  Haightf  (8  Wend.  22.,  535),  the  buyer  of 
goods  at  the  time  of  the  sale  gave  to  the  seUer  the  note  of 
a  third  person  for  the  price  and  guaranteed  its  payment,  and 
the  seller  gave  to  the  buyer  a  bill  of  the  goods,  signed  by 
the  seller  in  which  he  acknowledged  that  the  note  was  turn- 
ed out  to  him  in  payment  for  the  goods. 

It  was  held  that  the  guarantee  was  conclusive  evidence, 
that  the  note  was  not  taken  in  payment,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff  could  recover  for  goods  sold  and  delivered. 

In  Monroe  agt.  Hqfj  (5  Denio  !{.,  360),  the  defendant  ap- 
plied to  the  plaintiff  to  sell  him  some  goods,  and  offered  the 
plaintiff  the  note  of  a  third  person  upon  which  the  defend- 
ant indorsed  a  guarantee  of  collection;  the  plaintiff  received 
the  note  and  delivered  goods  to  the  defendant  to  the  amount 
of  it;  the  guarantee  was  void  under  the  statute,  because  it 
did  not  express  the  consideration.  It  was  held  that  the  guar- 
antee, though  void,  afibrded  evidence  that  the  transaction 
was  a  sale,  and  that  the  note  was  not  taken  in  payment,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  could  recover  for  goods  sold  the  defendant. 

Reference  is  also  made  to  the  following  cases :  (Forden 
agt.  Jones,  2  E.  D.  Smith  22.,  106 ;  Soffe  agt.  GaUagher,  3 
E.  2).  Smith  R.,  607 ;  Whitney  agt.  Groin,  20  N.  Hampshire^ 
364 ;  Gardner  agt,  Gorham,  1  Doug.^  (Mich,)  2?.,  507 ;  Dodge 
agt.  Stantony  12  Mich.,  408;  2  American  Leading  caseSj  187; 
Camidge  agt.  AUenhy  (6  B.  and  C.  873)  15  K  C.  Z.,  201.) 
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The  bill  of  Shuttleworth  upon  Fisk  &  Hatoh,  was  drawn 
to  the  order  of  Shutdeworth's  teller,  and  was  by  him  indors- 
ed to  the  order  of  Johnson,  the  plaintiff's  agent.  It  is  con- 
tended for  that  reason,  that  the  defendant  did  not  continue 
his  liability  to  the  plaintiffl 

The  position  is  not  sound. 

It  is  very  evident  that  Johnson  required  the  defendant  to 
indorse  the  bill  and  that  the  defendant  did  indorse  it  to  give 
the  bill  credit  with  Johnson. 

The  defendant  therefore,  by  his  indorsement  of  the  bill, 
made  himself  liable  to  the  plaintiff  as  indorser  of  the  bill 
(Moor&  agt.  CrosSj  19  N.  Y.  R,  227.) 

2.  Was  there  error  in  the  refusal  to  submit  it  to  the  jury 
to  say  whether  Shuttleworth's  bill  or  draft  was  taken  in 
payment  for  the  cattle  t 

With  the  conceded  fact,  that  Johnson  required  the  de- 
fendant to  indorse  the  draft,  and  that  the  defendant  did  there- 
upon indorse  it,  there  was  nothing  for  the  jury.  They  could 
have  given  to  that  question  but  one  answer  that  would  have 
been  allowed  to  stand.  There  was  nothing  jn  the  circum- 
stances or  in  the  conduct  of  the  parties  that  would  author- 
ize but  the  one  conclusion. 

Indeed,  if  the  defendant  had  not  indorsed  the  draft,  and 
nothing  had  been  said  about  his  indorsing  it,  there  would 
have  been  nothing  for  the  jury.  The  defense  of  payment 
rests  upon  a  presumption  of  law  claimed  to  exist,  which  it 
has  been  shown  does  not  exist. 

The  only  testimony  that  could  carry  the  question  to  the 
jury,  is  the  testimony  of  the  defendant|  that  '^Burke,  the 
teller*  asked  Johnson  how  he  would  have  it ;  he  (Johnson) 
said  he  would  have  it  in  drafts  to  order  of  W.  Johnson,  one 
for  $2,100,  the  other  for  the  balance.  Burke  handed  him 
the  drafts ;  Johnson  said  to  me,  I  want  you  to  put  your 
name  on  them ;  I  did  put  my  name  on.''  It  is  contended 
that  the  meaning  of  this  question  was,  whether  he  (Johnson) 
would  have  it  in  money  or  in  drafts. 
Vol.  XXXTL  84 
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In  the  connection  in  wbich  the  defendant  states  this  in- 
quiry by  Burke^  the  meaning  contended  for^  can  only  be 
given  to  it,  upon  the  assumption  that  Burke  proceeded  to 
pay  Johnson  for  the  cattle^  without  any  request  or  sugges- 
tion from  either  Johnson  or  the  defendant. 

When  considered  in  connection  with  the  statement  of 
Johnson  on  the  witness  stand,  that  the  defendant  spoke  to 
Burke^  who  began  to  make  out  a  draft,  and  which  the  defend- 
ant, when  he  took  the  stand,  did  not  deny,  it  is  evident  that 
the  meaning  of  the  question  was,  bow  will  you  have  the 
draft. 

From  the  facts  disclosed  in  the  case,  I  think  Burke  must 
be  regarded  as  between  Johnson  and  the  defendant,  as  hav- 
ing acted  upon  that  occasion  for  the  defendant. 

3.  Was  the  plaintiff  guilty  of  laches  in  presenting  the 
bill  or  draft  for  paymentt 

This  turns  entirely  upon  the  fact,  whether  the  defendant 
coiisented  that  Johnson,  the  plaintiff 's  agent,  might  take  the 
draft  home  with  him  to  Greencastle. 

Upon  this  question  of  fact,  there  was  some  conflict  in  the 
evidence,  and  the  jury  to  whom  it  was  submitted,  found  that 
such  consent  was  given. 

It  was  contended  upon  the  argument,  that  there  was  no 
•evidence  to  justify  the  submission  of  the  question  to  the 

A  perusal  of  the  case  satisfies  me  that  there  was,  and 
^brings  my  mind  to  the  conclusion  at  which  the  jury  arrived. 

It  was  also-  contended  on  the  argument,  that  there  were 
laches  in  giving  notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  dishonor  of 
the  biU. 

There  is  no  exception  presenting  the  question.  But  there 
v/&re  no  laches  in  that  respect. 

The  case  shows  that  the  bill,  with  the  notarial  certificate 
attached  to  it,  was  presented  to  the  defendant  and  payment 
demanded,  before  notice  of  its  dishonor  could  have  reached 
him  by  due  course  of  mail. 
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It  was  also  contended  on  the  argument^  that  the  biU  should 
have  been  surrendered  up  to  the  defendant. 

The  case  shows  it  was  read  m  evidence^  but  does  not  show 
that  it  was  not  surrendered  up. 

There  is  no  exception  presenting  the  point,  and  the  case 
is  before  us  on  the  exceptions  taken  at  the  iaial. 

The  remaining  exceptions  present  the  question,  whether 
there  was  error  in  the  refusal  to  submit  it  to  the  jury  to  say, 
whether  the  bill  drawn  by  the  defendant  upon  his  partner, 
Miller,  and  delivered  to  Shuttleworth,  was  payment  for  the 
oatde. 

There  is  no  evidence  calling  for,  or  justifying  its  submis- 
sion.   Indeed,  it  was  not  urged  on  the  argument. 

There  must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  verdict 
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Wardi  iptim  or  wriUm  in  m  fitdieial  proeatdm^  b j  any  penon,  attomej  or  party, 
baying  a  duty  to  discharge,  or  an  intereil  to  protect,  in  respect  to  each  prooaad- 
ingSi  are  ahwlutsly  privileged. 

No  action  will  lie  for  anch  speaking  or  writing,  bowerer  falte,  defamtUerif,  or  w»r 
lieiona  maj  be  the  words,  provided  the  matter  was  wiatmal  to  the  issue  or  inqidiy 

'  before  the  court 

Where  the  speahjag  and  writing  of  slanderous  or  Ubelona  matter  bj  one  penon  of 
another,  is  not  maUrial  or  pertinmt  to  the  inqniiy,  be  shall  be  held  to  answer  in 
damages,  nnless  he  can  satisfactorily  show  that  he  spoke  or  wrote  the  words  in 
ffoodfaitkt  without  malice,  and  having  reasonable  and  probable  cause  to  belSeve 
they  were  both  fms  emd  wtaieriaL 

Therefore  where  words  concededly  defl&matorj,  are  spoken  or  written  iajudicialprP' 
eeedififfSj  and  the  speaker  or  writer  claims  them  to  be  absolutely  privileged,  the 
emu  is  upon  him  to  show,  dearly  that  such  de&matoiy  matter  waa  wtaterial  to  the 
issue  or  inquiry  before  the  court 

A  demurrer  to  a  complunt,  which  alleges  and  charges  libelous  matter,  on  the  ground 
that  the  complaint  does  not  sute  &cts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  aelioD« 
admits  the  words  of  the  libel  to  be  wholly  false  and  untrue ;  and  if  the  defend- 
ant relies  upon  the  libelous  matter  being  priviUffedy  as  material  to  the  issue  pending 
iii  Judidal  proceedings  stated  in  the  complaint,  the  demurrer  must  fiJl,  nnless 
the  defendant  can  show  the  materiality  of  the  libelous  words  from  the  complaint, 
outside  of,  and  irrespective  of  such  libelous  words  alleged  therein,  as  such  words 
are  admitted  by  the  demurrer  to  be  false. 

At  Oenercd  Term,  January,  1869. 

Be/are  Monell^  Jones  and  FtthiaN;  Justices. 
;     Heard  January  7,  1869. 

Decided  February  12,  1869. 

This  is  an  action  for  libel.  The  complaint  alleges  in  sub* 
stance^  that  in  a  certain  proceeding  in  bankruptcy^  on  the 
petition  of  George  Cauldwell^  a  bankrupt^  to  be  discharged 
from  his  debts^  the  defendant,  Elsworth,  appeared  and  op- 
posed the  bankrupt's  discharge.  That  the  matter  was  re- 
ferred to  Henry  Wilder  Allen,  a  register  in  bankruptcy ; 
and  an  order  was  made  for  the  examination  of  the  bankrupt; 
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that  on  said  examination  of  the  bankrupt^  defendant  Elsworth; 
and  defendant  Coursen,  acting  as  his  attorney,  called  plaintiff 
as  a  witness,  and  he  was  sworn  and  examined  as  a  witness  in 
such  proceeding,  before  such  register,  in  behalf  of  defend- 
ant Elsworth;  that  afterwards  the  defendants  maliciously 
composed  and  published  what  purported  to  be  specifica- 
tions or  objections  to  the  bankrupt's  discharge,  wherein, 
among  other  things  they  falsely  alleged  that  the  bankrupt, 
Caludwell,  had  procured  and  induced  the  plaintiff  to  testify 
falsely  on  such  examination  in  regard  to  material  facts,  viz: 
that  a  certain  share  or  interest  in  a  certain  business  and  firm, 
which  in  truth  and  fact  belonged  to  the  bankrupt,  was  the 
property  of  other  persons,  thereby  intending  to  charge 
plaintiff  with  committing  purjury  an  such  examination. 

The  complaint  further  alleged,that  the  said  defamatory  state- 
ments were  wholly  immaterial  upon  the  controversy  pend- 
ing before  the  register  lincT the  United  States  District  Court, 
between  the  bankrupt  and  his  opponent*  That  they  were 
false  and  malicious  and  wilful,  and  made  with  intent  to  de- 
fame and  injure  the  plaintiff 

The  defendants  demurred  to  the  complaint,  alleging  for 
cause  of  demurrer,  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The  demurrer  was 
overruled,  and  from  that  order  defendant  appeals. 

A.  R.  Dtett,  for  appellants. 
Ira  D.  WABBKN,/or  respondent. 

By  the  courts  Fithiak,  J.  That  the  words  charged  in  the 
complaint  are  libelous  and  actionable  at  common  law  is  not 
controverted ;  and  the  defendants  must  be  held  to  answer 
in  damages  for  their  publication,  unless  they  can  show  that 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  publishing,  it  was  a  ^^  priv* 
ileged  communication.''  This  defendants  claim  to  be  the 
fact,  on  the  grounds  (as  they  assert),  that  the  matter  claimed 
as  defamatory,  was  written  and  published  by  them  in  a  legal 
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proceeding  before  a  court  of  competent  jurisdictien,  in  the 
discharge  of  their  duty,  and  the  protection  of  their  rights, 
as  party  and  attorney ;  and  further,  that  although  the  com- 
plaint alleges  that  the  defamatory  matter  was  wholly  imn>a- 
terial  upon  the  controversy  pending  in  the  court  of  bank* 
rnptcy,  yet  that  the  fiicts  stated  in  the  complaint  show  that 
such  defamatory  matter  was  in  fact  pertinent  and  material 
upon  the  issue  pending  in  the  bankrupt  proceeding. 

There  is  some  conflict  of  authority  in  the  American 
courts,  as  to  the  extent  of  the  protection  afiorded  to  persons 
uttering  or  publishing  defamatory  matter  of  or  concerning 
othosy  under  circumstances  which  enable  them  to  allege 
such  matter  to  be  a  ^^ privileged  ammunicatian.^  In  tiie 
courts  of  the  United  States,  and  in  some  of  the  states  it  is 
held,  that  the  privilege  and  protection  extends  only  to  per- 
sons speaking  or  writing  in  good  faith  and  without  tMUee. 
That  in  judicial  proceedingSt  when  the  defamatory  matter  is 
pertinent  and  mcUerial  to  the  issue  being  tried,  malice  is  not 
to  be  implied,  and  the  onus  is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  the 
falsity  of  the  words,  and  express  mslice  in  the  publisher  or 
speaker.  But  when  the  matter  is  immaterialj  the  onus  was 
upon  the  defendant  to  show  that  he  spoke  or  published 
in  good  fiiith  and  without  malice,  and  having  probable  cause 
to  believe  the  matter  to  be  both  true  and  pertinent  {White 
agt.  Nichoh^  et.  al.j  S  How,  U.  8.  Ry  267,  and  authorities 
cited.) 

I  am  of  opinion,  however,  after  a  careful  examination  of 
the  authorities,  that  in  England  and  in  this  state,  the  rule  is 
different  It  appears  to  be  the  settled  doctrine  of  the  courts 
of  this  state,  that  words  spoken  or  written,  in  a  judicial  pro- 
ceeding by  any  person  (attorney  or  party),  having  a  duty  to 
discharge,  or  an  interest  to  protect  in  respect  to  such  pro- 
ceedings, are  obsolutdy  privileged.  And  no  action  will  lie 
for  such  speaking  or  writing,  however  fakey  defamatory  or 
mslicious  may  be  the  words,  provided  the  matter  was  nto- 
teriod  to  the  the  issue  or  inquiry  before  the  court.     {BuUer^s 
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Nisi  PrifiSy  10 ;  Brook  agt.  Montague^  Cro.  Jac.j  90 ;  Jfc- 
Mittan  agt.  Borst^  1  J?tn.,  178;  Hadysace  agt.  Scarlett^  1 
J5am.  <&  ^W.,  23-2;  iJfw^  agt.  Wheeler^  7  (7a«?e«,  725 ;  GiU 
hert  agt.  TA«  PeopUj  1  Denio,  41 ;  Hastings  agt.  iwfit,  22 
TTewrf.,  410;  Garr  agt.  Seldeny  4  Ctmsty  91;  TTomcr  agt. 
Pain^,  2  Slanef.  iff.  C,  195.) 

So  the8e  cases,  and  many  others  that  might  be  cited  holds, 
nevertheless,  that  if  the  defendant  ^ill  wander  from  the 
point  in  issue,  and  speak  and  write  slanderous  or  libelous 
mlitter  of  another  not  material  or  pertinent  to  the  inquiry, 
he  shall  be  held  to-  answer  in  damages,  unless  he  can  sat- 
isfactorily show;  that  he  spoke  or  wrote  the  words,  in  good 
faithj  without  malice,  and  having  reasonable  and  probable 
cause  to  believe  they  were  both  true  and  material. 

Thus  it  appears  that  where  words  concededly  defamatory, 
are  spoken  or  written  in  judiciel  proceedings  and  the  speaker 
or  writter  clamib  them  to  be  absolutely  privileged,  within 
the  principle  settled  by  the  above  authorities,  the  onus  is 
upon  him  to  show  clearly,  that  such  defamatory  matter  was 
material  to  the  issue  or  inquiry  before  the  court.  And  on 
this  point  there  should  be  no  doubt  or  uncertainty.  The 
courts  have  certainly,  and  perhaps  unnecessarily  gone  a 
great  way  in  extending  protection  to  parties  and  attorneys. 
The  malevolence  of  the  libelous  matter,  is  that  which 
affords  the  protection ;  and  whether  material  or  not,  is  to 
be  determined  by  the  court,  and  must  not  be  left  in  doubt, 
or  to  inference. 

It  must  appear  from  the  facts  alleged  or  proved,  or  both, 
that  the  defamatory  matter  claimed  to  be  ^*  privileged  ^  was 
certainly  and  clearly  material  to  the  inquiry  before  the 
court. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  words  are  clearly  libelous  and  de- 
famatory, unless  "privileged."  The  publication  is  admitted. 
And  it  is  also  admitted  that  the  words  are  and  were  wholly 
"  untrue,  malicious  and  wilful,"  and  "  made  with  intent  to 
defame ''  as  stated  in  the  complaint.     The  defendants  claim 
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that  these  facts  furnish  do  cause  of  action,  because  (as  they 
allege),  it  appears  from  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  complaiut, 
that  the  libelous  matter  was  published  in  a  judicial  proceed* 
ing  and  was  material  to  be  alleged  and  proved  in  the  matter 
in  question  before  the  court ;  and  that,  therefore,  neither 
the  truth  or  falsehood  of  the  words,  or  the  motive  with 
which  they  were  published  can  be  inquired  into. 

It  remains  only  to  inquire,  then  whether  it  does  clearly 
appear  from  the'  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  that  the  de- 
famatory matter  was  material,  on  any  issue  or  inquiry  pend- 
ing before  the  register  or  court  in  bankruptcy.  Not  that  it 
might  possibly  appear  to  have  been  material  by  inferring 
the  existence  of  some  facts  not  expressly  alleged,  in  connec- 
tion with  those  that  do  appear,  but  whether  from  the  &cts 
stated,  standing  alone,  the  matter  does  clearly  appear  to 
have  been  material.  And  here  I  put  out  of  view  altogether 
the  allegation  in  the  complaint,  that  the  ^^  defamatory  words 
were  wholly  immaterial  upon  the  controversy,'^  &c.,  because 
that  is  an  assertion,  not  of  a/oc^,  but  a  legal  conclusion  upon 
which  no  proper  issue  could  be  taken.  And  the  defendants 
are  not  to  be  held  to  have  admitted  the  allegation  by  their 
demurrer ;  nor  are  they  estopped  from  controverting  it  on 
argument.     {McKyring  agt  JSiiK,  16  N.  F.  R.,  297.) 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  contended  on  the  argument,  that 
whether  the  plaintiff  did  or  not  commit  peijury  or  swear 
false  on  the  hearing  before  the  register,  was  wholly  imma- 
terial as  between  the  bankrupt  and  his  opposing  creditor. 
This  is  true,  and  if  the  charge  had  stopped  there,  it  would 
be  unnecesary  to  inquire  further.  But  the  gravamen  of  the 
defamatory  accusation  is  not  orly  that  plaintiff  testified 
falsely,  but  that  he  was  induced  so  to.  do  hy  the  hanhrupt.  It 
becomes  necessary,  therefore,  to  examine  further  and  see  if 
there  be  any  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  from  which  it 
appears  that  it  was  material  on  the  question  of  the 
bankrupt's  discharge  on  the  examination  before  the 
register,   either  to    allege,   or    prove  that  the  bankrupt 
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had  procured  a  witness  to  swear  falsely  in  reference  to 
any  matter  material  or  otherwise,  in  the  course  of  the 
previous  proceedings.  And  whether  it  was  material  so 
to  allege  or  prove,  what  is  charged  in  the  alleged  defamatory 
specification,  must  depend  entirely  upon  what  was  the  par- 
ticular and  specific  issue  or  inquiry  pending  before  the  reg- 
ister at  the  time  the  plaintifi*  testified,  and  at  the  time  of  fil- 
ing the  libelous  publication.  After  a  careful  and  critical  ex- 
amination of  the  complaint,  I  am  unable  to  discover  any 
fact  showing  the  materialUg  of  the  libelous  matter.  It  is 
not  permisible  to  refer  to  the  language  of  the  libel  itself,  to 
show  its  materiality.  For  the  complaint  charges,  and  the 
demurrer  admits,  the  words  of  the  libel  to  be  wholly  false 
and  untrue.  And  that  is  not,  (in  respect  to  the  words  spok- 
en or  written),  a  legal  conclusion.  For  it  is  always  allowa- 
ble to  allege  as  a  fact^  that  the  defamatory  words  are  false 
and  untrue,  and  inasmuch  as  the  only  statement  found  in 
the  complaint,  tending  to  show  that  the  witness  was  induced 
to  testify  in  referenc  to  ^^mcUerial  facts  in  the  proceedings/^  is 
a  part  of  the  libel  itself.  And  the  complaint  alleging,  and 
the  demurrer  admitting  that  statement  to  be  wholly  falser 
the  pleading  is  thus  left  without  a  single  allegation  tending 
to  show  the  materiality  of  the  deiamatory  matter. 

This  will  more  fully  appear  firom  a  reference  to  the  bank^ 
rupt  act.  Section  10  of  that  act  authorizes  the  Justices  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  to  make  and  publish 
rules  of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy.  Sectoin  29  provides  that 
a  bankrupt's  application  for  a  discharge  may  be  opposed  and 
defeated,  if  it  be  made  to  appear  that  he  has  been  guilty  of 
any  one  of  eighteen  specific  and  eunmerated  acts  or  omissions. 
The  last  ot  which  is,  <*if  he  has  been  guilty  of  any  fraud 
whatever  contrary  to  the  true  intent  of  the  act."  Section  31 
permits  an  opposing  creditor  to  file  a  specification  in  writing 
of  the  grounds  of  his  opposition.  And  the  court  may  order 
any  question  of  fact  so  presented  to  be  tried  at  a  stated  ses- 
sion of  the  court.     And  rule  24  provides  that  an  opposing 
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creditor  shall  enter  his  appearance  in  opposition  on  the  day 
the  creditors  are  required  to  show  cause  against  the  bank- 
rupt's discbarge,  and  shall  file  his  specifications  of  the  grounds 
of  bis  opposition  in  writings  within  ten  days  thereafter^  unless 
the  time  be  enlarged.  And  the  court  shall  then  make  an 
order  sending  the  case  on  to  the  docket  of  the  district  court 
for  trial.  And  ^  26  provides  for  the  examination  of  the 
bankrupt  and  his  wife  before  the  court. 

Now,  aU  that  appears  in  the  complaint,  in  respect  to  these 
essential  requisites  to  raise  a  material  issue  or  inquiry,  is  the 
allegations  that  the  bankrupt  filed  his  petition ;  that  it  was 
referred  to  the  register;  that  defendant,  Elsworth,  appeared 
and  opposed  the  bankrupt's  discharge  ^  procured  an  order 
for  his  examination  before  the  register ;  that  an  examination 
was  had  and  the  plaintiff*  was  sworn  as  a  witness  on  such 
examination ;  and  that  afterwards  the  libelous  specification 
was  filed.  But  there  is  not  a  single  fact  stated  outside  the 
libel  itself,  from  which  the  court  can  learn  what  was  the  sub- 
ject matter  of  the  examination  before  the  register;  or  as  to 
what  particular  matter  the  plaintiff  was  examined  upon  ;  or 
as  to  whether  his  testimony  related  to  either  or  which  of  the 
eighteen  grounds  of  opposition  to  a  discharge,  specified  in 
the  statute.  There  is,  therefore,  no  fact  whatever  alleged 
in  the  complaint,  from  which  the  court  can  determine 
whether  or  not  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  before  the 
register  (whether  true  or  false),  had  any  relation  whatever 
to  any  fact  necessary  or  proper  to  be  proved  or  disproved 
affecting  the  bankrupt's  discharge. 

The  defendant's  counsel  relies  upon  the  case  of  Oarr  agt. 
Seldefiy  (4  Comst.  91.)  But  in  that  case  all  the  facts  to  ena- 
ble the  court  to  determine  as  to  the  materiality  of  the  scan- 
dalous matter,  were  spread  upon  the  record.  There  the 
plaintiff  had  sued  the  defendant  to  recover  for  professional* 
services,  rendered  a«  an  attorney  and  counsel  in  suits  for  the 
defendant.  The  defendant  answered  among  other  things, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  conducted  the  suits  in  a  negligent,  un- 
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skilful  and  unfaithfal  manner.  The  plaintiff  moved  the 
court  on  affidavits  to  strike  these  allegations  out  of  the  an- 
swer. In  opposition  to  that  motion^  the  defendant  read  and 
filed  an  affidavit  of  his  own,  containing  the  scandalous  mat- 
ter complained  of.  And  the  question  was^  whether  that 
scandalous  matter  was  material  and  pertinent  on  that  motion. 
The  court  Mid  it  tvaSy  and  that  the  words  were  privileged. 

But  there  is  no  such  facts  shown  in  the  complaint  here. 
The  ddendant's  counsel  claims  that  the  alleged  defamatory 
matter  was  material  to  show,  that  the  bankrupt  had  been 
guilty  of  a  <^fraud  contrary  to  the  true  intent  and  meauing 
of  the  act/'  in  concealing  his  property.  But  the  difficulty 
isy  there  is  nothing  in  the  complaint  from  which  the  court 
can  see  that  the  question  otjiratid  or  concealment  of  property, 
or  anything  else  that  would  make  the  charge  contained  in 
the  libel  material  to  be  proved,  was  at  all  a  subject  of  inqui- 
ry before  the  register.  So,  even  if  it  were  true,  that  the 
bankrupt  procured  the  witness  (plaintiff)  to  swear  fdsely 
before  the  register,  if  that  false  swearing  was  in  respect  to 
some  matter  wholly  mmaterial  to  the  inquiry  pending  be- 
fore the  Register ;  it  would  be  equally  immaterial  to  allege 
or  prove  such  subornation  on  any  subsequent  hearing  before 
the  district  court.  Because  if  mmaterial  it  would  be  no  ev- 
idence against  the  bankrupt. 

It  is  very  possible  that  it  was  in  fact  very  material  to  al- 
lege and  prove  the  defamatory  matter.  But  it  suffices  to 
say  here,  that  the  complaint  does  not  show  it.  Unless,  there- 
fore, the  court  is  prepared  to  go  the  extent  of  holding  that 
defamatory  matter,  which  if  true  does  not  appear  to  be 
at  all  material,  becomes  material  by  publishing  it,  even  though 
confessedly  false,  the  decission  at  the  special  term  must  be 
sustained. 

The  order  appealed  from  is  affirmed  with  costs,  and  with 
leave  for  defendant  to  apply  at  special  term  for  leave  to  with- 
draw his  demurrer  and  answer  on  terms. 

Jones  and  Monell,  justices,  concurred. 
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NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Augustus  L.  Nosseb  agt.  William  S.  Cobwin,  et.  oJL 

In  an  action  of  claim  and  delivery  of  penonal  property,  where  the  property  ia  re- 
stored to  the  plaintiff  and  accepted  by  him,  although  he  daimt  costs  of  the 
action,  before  the  actual  eommeueement  of  the  action  by  the  service  of  pro- 
cess, altboogh  the  same  with  an  undertaking  were  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  for 
service  at  the  time,  the  action  cannot  be  maintained.  {Following  ikt  decirion  ta 
the  COM  of  Chrutu  agu  Oorhett,  34  Bom.,  IV.  J2.,  19.) 

The  approwU  of  the  undertaking  by  the  sheriff  is  not  the  allowance  of  a  provieiomal 
rtmedyf  so  as  to  gire  the  ooort  jorisdiction  of  the  action  under  $  139  of  the 
Code. 

The  court  cannot  by  amendmeiU  under  f  173  of  the  Code,  eonform  the  pleadingi 
to  the  facu  proved,  establishing  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  damages,  wheie 
the  amendment  would  substantially  change  the  claim  upon  which  the  action  is 
founded. 

Special  Termj  March  13,  1869. 

This  was  an  action  of  replevin  brought  by  plaintiff  to 
recover  possession  of  certain  property. 

It  appeared  that  after  the  delivery  of  the  process  to  the 
sheriff,  but  before  the  taking  of  the  property,  the  same  was 
offered  to  the  plaintiff,  who  refused  to  receive  the  same,  un* 
less  the  costs  were  paid. 

The  jury  found  a  special  verdict,  as  follows,  viz : 

1st  Question.  Was  the  wine  taken  on  attachment  against 
Charles  Schals,  delivered  to  plaintiff  by  the  defendant  be- 
fore the  latter  was  served  with  process? 

Answer.    Yes. 

2d  Question.    What  was  the  value  of  property. 

Answer.     $196  00. 

3d  Question.  Was  the  process  delivered  to  the  sheriff 
on  the  19th  March,  1859. 

Answer.    Yes. 

The  jury  further  found  the  damages  of  the  plaintiff  to  be 
six  cents. 
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The  question  of  judgment  to  be  given  therein  was  re- 
served. 

Hekht  Brewcteb^  for  plainHff. 

T.  C.  T.  BucBXBT,  and  Jas.  K.  Hill, /or  defendants. 

Bbadt,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  claim  and  delivery.  It 
appears  that  after  the  papers  had  been  prepared  and  placed 
in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff)  including  the  necessary  under- 
taking, which  had  been  approved  by  him,  but  before  the 
service  of  them  upon  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  the 
property  was  returned  to  the  plaintiff  and  accepted  by  him 
He  was  not  satisfied  with  the  return  of  the  property,  hav- 
ing incurred  expense  in  the  employment  of  a  lawyer  to  re- 
cover his  goods,  and  said  that  he  must  be  settled  with,  or  paid 
the  expenses,  but  he  did  not  decline  to  receive  the  goods. 

I  entertain  no  doubt  that  actions  of  this  character  may  be 
maintained  against  a  person  who,  having  had  possession  of 
property  in  law  or  in  fact  has  wrongfully  disposed  of  it  prior 
to  the  commencment  of  the  action.  Whatever  conflict  may 
have  existed  on  that  subject,  it  must  be  regarded  now  as  set- 
tled upon  authority,  {Van  Neste  agt.  Ccnover^  20  Barb^y  547; 
Brockway  agt.  Bwmapy  16  Barh.j  309 ;  Nichols  agt.  Michael, 
83  N.  r.  Ry  264;  Knapp  agt.  Smith,  27  N.  Y.  R.,  281  per 
Denio,  J.,  jp.  281) ;  but  that  rule  of  law  will  not  avail  the 
the  plaintiff)  upon  the  question  which  arises  on  the  facts 
stated,  viz :  is  he  entitled  to  recover  the  costs  of  this  contro- 
versy ?  The  defendants  did  not  wrongfully  part  with  the 
possession  of  the  plaintiff*'s  property.  It  was  restored  to 
him  by  them,  and  before  the  conmiencement  of  the  action. 
It  was  neither  detained  nor  converted  by  them,  nor  was  it 
in  their  possession,  nor  in  that  of  their  agent,  bailee,  vendee, 
or  representative.  The  possession,  which  is  the  basis  of 
the  action,  wtts  in  the  plaintiff*  himself,  and  his  remedy, 
which  was  partially  put  in  motion,  was  rendered  unavaila- 
ble by  the  defendants'  return  of  the  property.    He  had  a 
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right  of  action  against  the  defendants  for  damages  sustMned 
by  their  detention  of  his  property,  and,  in  the  proper  form 
of  action,  could  have  recovered  the  expenses  to  which  he 
was  necessarily  subjected  in  its  recovery.  The  defendants 
having  declined  to  restore  the  property  to  him  on  demand, 
justified  the  employment  of  counsel  at  once,  and  resort  to 
the  courts  for  redress.  His  claim  of  the  right  to  possess, 
was  acknowledged  and  satisfied,  however,  by  the  return  of 
his  property,  and  the  gravamen  of  such  an  action  as  this  des- 
troyed. He  accepted  the  postession^  and  that  prevented  bis 
recourse  to  this  form  of  action. 

The  precise  question  discussed  was  decided  in  ChrisHe  ag& 
Ccrbetty  34  Haw.  Pr.  iZ.,  19.  It  is  insisted  by  the  plaintifi^, 
however,  that  the  actual  commencement  of  the  action  by 
service  of  the  summons  in  conformity  to  %  No.  99,  was  not 
necessary,  inaismuch  as  the  approval  of  the  undertaking  by 
the  sheriff  was  an  allowiu9Mse  of  a  provieaenal  remedy,  from 
which  time  the  court  must  be  deemed  to  have  acquired 
jurisdiction  by  virtue  of  %  139  of  the  Code.  It  is  declared 
by  that  section  that  '^  from  the  time  of  the  service  of  a  sum^ 
mens  in  a  civil  action,  or  the  allowance  of  a  provisional 
remedy,  the  court  is  deemed  to  have  acquired  jurisdiction^ 
and  to  have  control  of  all  the  subsequent  proceedings."  It  is 
quite  apparent,  however,  that  the  legislature  intended  only 
to  embrace  the  provisional  remedies  allowed  by  the  order 
of  the  court  in  which  the  remedy  was  sought ;  such  as 
granting  an  injunction  or  attachment,  which  could  pot  be 
obtained  without  the  exercise  of  strictly  judicial  power.  In 
such  cases  the  court  is  acting  upon  a  consideration  of  the 
case  presented,  and  having  thus  exercised  the  power  conferred, 
asserts  its  jurisdiction,  so  far  at  least  as  may  be  necessary 
to  continue  the  proceedings  set  in  motion.  (McCarthy  agt 
Feake^  18  How.y  138;  TreadweU  agt  Lawlery  15  Hoto.^  8  \ 
Moore  agt.  Thayer^  6  7(2  47 ;  Burkhardt  agt.  Sanfordj  7  Jd.^ 
331.) 
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The  approval  of  the  undertaking  by  the  sheriff,  as  pro- 
vided by  %  209,  is  a  ministerial  act,  and  one  for  his  protec- 
tion. It  is  necessary,  it  is  true^  but  the  sheriff  cannot  ar- 
bitrarily refuse  to  approve  the  sureties,  The  remedy  which 
is  accomplished,  is  perfect  withput  any  allowance,  either  by 
the  court,  or  judge,  or  sheriff,  depending  only  upon  the  con- 
dition that  sureties  be  given  in  conformity  to  the  statute. 

For  these  reasons,  I  think  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled 
to  costs  in  this  action,  and  that  the  defendants  are  entitled 
to  recover  their  costs  from  him,  and  to  judgment  threfor 
upon  the  verdict  rendered  in  this  action,  in  which  the  plain- 
tiff has  failed  to  show  that  he  was  entitled  to  any  relief. 

The  plaintiffs'  right  to  recover  damages  being  established, 
this  court  might,  with  great  propriety,  conform  the  plead- 
ings to  the  facts  proved,  by  amendment  under  ^  173  of  the 
Code,  and  thus  grant  him  costs ;  but  the  amendment  would 
substantially  change  tbe  claim,  and  it  cannnot,  therefore,  be 
allowed 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  ex.  rel  Lucy  L.  Crandall,  and  others,  ap- 
pellants, agt.  The  Boasd  of  Svpekvisors  of  Alleqamt 
CouvTY,  respondents. 

CommiaaionerB  of  highways  are  required  by  statute,  before  they  shall  detennine 
to  lay  out  any  highway,  to  caose  notice  in  writing  to  be  giren  to  the  occupoHt  of 
ike  land  through  which  the  road  is  to  ran,  of  the  time  and  place  at  which  they 
will  meet  to  decide  on  such  application.  And  they  acquire  no  jurudiction  nntU 
they  have  given  such  notice. 

Where  a  highway  was  proposed  to  be  laid  out  through  a  field  of  about  eighteen 
acres,  used  as  a  pasture,  and  in  which  was  a  retervoir  formed  by  springs  of 
water  of  eighteen  and  a  half  feet  iu  diameter,  which  had  been  conveyed  by 
deed  by  the  occupants'  ancestor  to  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  who  thereafter 
and  then  used  the  water  therefrom,  by  means  of  pipes  for  the  benefit  of  theur  rail- 
road, Bueh  reservoir  being  covered  with  pUmk,  earth,  and  turf,  so  that  cattle  in  the 
pasture  stood  upon  and  passed  over  it,  as  over  other  portions  of  the  lot^  and  the 
proposed  highway  being  laid  out  directly  over  the  reservoir ; 

Meld,  that  notice  served  upon  the  occupant  of  the  lot  only,  was  sufilcient  to  conlbr 
jurisdiotiou  upon  the  proper  authorities  to  lay  out  the  highway. 

The  Erie  Railway  Company  is  not  pre^judiced  by  such  notice,  as  its  reservoir  can- 
not be  disturbed  until  it  is  compensated,  and  as  owner  it  is  entitled  to  notice  of 
.  the  proceedings  to  assess  the  damages. 

Appeal  from  order  of  special  term,  denying  motion  for 
peremptory  mandamtts  after  verdict  upon  issues,  formed  upon 
return  of  respondents,  and  plea  of  relator. 

Hakes  &  Stevens, /or  appellants. 

I.  The  verdict  as  settled  in  this  case,  is  not  such  a  verdict 
as  can  be  said  to  be  found  in  favor  of  the  defendants  so  as 
to  entitle  them  to  judgment,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statutes  (2  Bevised  StatuteSj  587,  ^  57 ;  26  N.  T.  R,  318.) 

The  verdict  as  found  is  in  favor  of  the  relators  on  most  of 
the  material  facts  at  issue  by  the  return,  and  the  plea  to  the 
return.  The  return  of  the  defendants,  not  only  by  a  di- 
rect denial  that  any  highway  was  duly  laid  out,  but  by  a 
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direct  allegation  that  there  was  no  highway  is  found  by  the 
verdict  to  be  false.  Thereply,  or  plea  to  the  return,  setting* 
out  iii  full  the  several  steps  required  by  statute  to  duly 
lay  out  a  highway  are  all  found  in  favor  of  the  relators.  The 
defendants  having  gone  to  trial  upon  the  issues  presented  by 
the  plea  to  the  return,  without  making  a  motion'  to  correct 
any  irregularity,  if  any,  in  setting  out  more  fully  the  facts 
in  the  plea  than  were  set  forth  in  the  writ,  cannot  claim 
a  verdict  found  in  their  favor,  since  the  verdict  finds  all 
the  material  allegations  set  out  in  both  the  plea  and  writ 
in  favor  of  the  relators,  and  against  the  defendants. 

It  follows  then  that  the  return  was  a  false  return,  al- 
though true  in  part. 

This  case  is  not  such  a  one  as  calls  for  the  application  of 
the  very  harsh  rule,  which  in  efiect  defeats  a  party  who  may 
have  all  the  facts  found  in  his  favor  which  entitle  him  to 
the  relief  sought. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  relators  could  not  safely  demur 
to  the  return,  which  showed  that  there  was  no  highway, 
while  the  facts  as  settled  by  the  verdict,  as  is  claimed,  en- 
titles the  relators  to  judgment. 

n.  The  verdict  shows  that,  at  least  as  to  the  land  taken 
for  the  highway,  belonging  to  the  relators,  no  irregularity 
exists,  in  any  step,  from  the  application  to  the  assessment 
of  damages.  This  being  true,  the  commissioners  of  high- 
ways have  the  power,  if  not  already  done,  to  open  the  road 
within  six  years;  or  if  the  road  is  dready  opened  across  the 
relators  land,  they  cannot  shut  up  the  road.  (28  K  T.  i?., 
479.)  Just  compensation  is  deemed  to  be  made  when  dam- 
ages are  assessed.  (People  agt.  Supervisors  of  Westchester  4, 
Barl.y  64.) 

Even  an  assessment  is  not  necessary.     (6  Wend.j  635.) 

A  board  of  supervisors  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 

merits,  but  must  assess  highway  damages.     (5  Coweny  292.) 

There  can  be  no  claim  but  that  the  referees  had  jurisdiction 

to  award  the  relators  damages.    The  party  for  whose  bene- 

VoL.  XXXVL  35 
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fit  damages  are  assessed  may  waive  any  irregularity,  if  any. 
<4  Paige^  622 ;  6,  /A,  85;  6  HiO^  47.) 

The  irregularity  or  want  of  jurisdiction,  even  in  reff^^ence 
to  the  lands  of  the  Railroad  Company  is  only  to  be  questioned 
by  the  company,  even  although  some  of  the  proceedings  of 
the  various  steps  required  by  law  to  lay  out  the  road  were  in- 
valid, so  as  to  acquire  no  right,  in  the  public  to  open  a  road 
in  question,  beyond  the  lands  of  the  relators.  The  highway, 
if  regularly  laid  out  across  the  lands  of  the  relators,  would 
be  valid  as  a  cui  de  sac.    (24  N.  T.  JR.,  559.) 

In  Snyder  agt.  Plassy  (28  N.  T.  JR.,  479),  Judge  Johnson, 
in  discussing  the  effect,  where  a  portion  of  the  road  was 
laid  out  through  an  orchard,  says :  '^  I  do  not  think  the 
entire  order  for  opening  the  road  would  be  rendered  void 
by  it.  The  order  would  still,  I  think,  be  valid  for  the  open- 
ing of  all  the  other  portions  of  the  road.'' 

III.  Can  the  railroad  company  successfully  claim  that  the 
public  have  no  right  to  travel  over  the  reservoir,  a  short 
ivater-course  of  eighteen  feet  in  length,  simply  because  of  the 
omition  of  the  officers,  laying  out  the  highway,  to  give  the 
company  such  notices  as  are  required  to  be  given  to  the 
•owners  and  occupants  of  land  t 

1.  The  reservoir  is  not  a  fixture  or  erection  for  the  pur- 
pose of  trade.  It  is  but  a  ditch,  or  short  canal,  under 
:ground,  by  which  water  is  conducted.     (24  N.  Y.  B.,  559.) 

2.  The  deed,  if  not  void  for  uncertainty,  gives  to  the 
company  but  an  easement,  or  the  right  to  the  use  of  the 
water,  in  an  artificial  channel,  which  giv^s  no  greater 
right  thair,the  right  to  the  flow  of  water  through  a  natural 
channel  as  an  ancient  stream  or  water-cpurse. 

3.  It  is  settled  by  the  verdict  that  Lucy  L.  Crandall  was 
the  occupant,  and  the  only  person  occupying  the  lands  over 
the  reservoir,  it  being  covered  with  earth  and  grass,  upon 
which  her  cattle  grazed,  when  the  highway  was  laid  out. 
The  commissioners  and  referees  are  only  required  by  stat- 
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ute  to  give  notioe  to  the  occupaats,  to  acqnire  jurisdiction. 
{Bishcp^s  Highway  ImWj  p.  38.) 

Hence  it  is  claimed  that  judgment  should  be  awarded^ 
with  interest  as  damages^  with  costs.     (28  K  N.  JR.,  112.) 

Eekdall  &  SanvorDj  far  respondents. 

By  the  court,  Davis,  J.  The  peremptory  mandamus  was 
denied  by  the  special  term,  on  the  ground  that  ''the referees 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  lay  out  the  road  in  question,  over  the 
route  adopted  by  them/'  because  no  notice  was  given  to 
the  Erie  Railway  Company,  of  the  time  and  place  of  meet- 
ing to  decide  upon  the  application,  before  the  determination 
to  lay  out  the  highway  was  made.  The  statute  provides 
that  before  the  commissioners  shall  determine  to  lay  out 
the  highway,  they  shall  cause  notice,  in  writing,  to  be  given 
to  the  occupant  of  the  land  through  which  the  road  is  to  run, 
of  the  time  and  place  at  which  they  will  meet  to  decide 
on  such  application.  They  acquire  no  jurisdiction  until 
they  have  given  such  notice.  (The  People  agt.  Judges  of 
Herkimer  County^  20  Wend.^  186 ;  People  agt.  Bdbertson^  17 
How.  Pr.  a.,  74.) 

It  appears  by  the  verdict,  that  in  1860,  William  S.  Cran- 
dall,  the  ancestor  of  the  relators,  conveyed  by  deed  to 
the  New  York  &  Erie  R.  R.  Company  (of  whom  the 
Erie  Railway  Company  are  successors),  "  a  certain  spring, 
or  the  use  of  the  water  of  said  spring,  together  with  all  the 
land  necessary  for  a  reservoir  to  contain  the  said  water,  for 
the  purpose  of  supplying  a  water-tank  to  be  erected  on 
said  railroad,  by  said  company,'^  with  the  right  of  entering 
on  his  land  whenever  necessary  to  build  and  keep  in  order 
said  reservoir  and  pipes  or  logs,  to  conduct  said  water.  In 
1851  the  company  constructed  under  this  grant,  a  reservoir 
of  rubble  masonry,  eighteen  and  one-half  feet  in  diameter, 
into  which  water  was  conducted  from  said  Crandall's  lands, 
and  thence  was  carried  in  iron  pipes,  about  half  a  mile 
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to  the  tank  on  the  railroad.  This  reieryonr  is  within  the 
lines  of  said  highway^  as  laid  out  by  the  referees;  the 
center  line  of  the  road  passing  over  the  reservoir,  three  and 
a  fourth  links  from  the  outer  edge.  The  rsservoir  was  con- 
structed under  ground  (the  depth  is  not  given,  but  it  is  fair 
to  infer  that  it  was  put  far  enough  below  the  surface  to  be  se- 
cure from  the  action  of  frosts).  It  was  and  is  covered  with 
plank,  and  frequently  has  to  be  opened  to  cleaf  it  out 
For  the  last  three  years  earth  and  turf  have  been  on  por- 
tions of  the  plank  of  the  same,  and  the  cattle  and  animals 
of  the  relators  in  the  field  of  about  eighteen  acres,  have 
and  do  pass  over  and  upon  the  same,  as  on  other  portions 
of  the  field,  there  being  no  end&aure  around  said  reservoir. 

The  jury  have  also  found,  that  there  would  be  no  difficulty 
in  removing  and  rebuilding  said  reservoir  outside  of  the  high- 
way, nor  in  bridging  the  same  for  traveling  purposes.  The 
assessment  of  damages  to  relators  does  not  include  the  res- 
ervoir, but  is  only  for  the  land  around  it  and  along  the  propos- 
ed highway  in  either  direction  from  it 

There  can  be  no  question,  I  think,  but  that  the  Erie  Bail- 
way  Company  are  the  owners  of  the  reservoir  and  of  the 
land  above  and  beneath  it,  but  the  question  of  ownership  is 
not  a  material  one  to  the  question  of  jurisdiction.  The  stat- 
ute requires  the  notice  above  referred  to,  to  be  given  to  ^Vke 
oecupani?^  and  not  to  '^the  owner"  as  such.  By  the  phrase 
is  meant,  I  doubt  not,  the  actual  oce^xmt.  The  learned 
judge  before  whom  the  motion  was  heard  in  the  court  be- 
low, is  very  clear  in  his  opinion,  that  the  Railway  Company 
was  the  occupant  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Their 
water  was  in  the  reservoir  and  was  constantly  being  supplied 
and  taken  away  by  the  pipes  which  extended  several  rods 
outside  the  limits  of  the  road  in  one  direction  to  several 
springs,  and  in  the  other  direction  for  half  a  mile  to  the  tanks 
at  the  railroad.  They  were  therefore  in  the  use  of  the  res- 
ervoir and  of  the  pipes,  and  were  constructively  at  least  in 
possession  of  them* 
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Bat  the  verdict  shows  that  the  reservoir  was  under  the 
surfaoe  of  the  ground,  covered  in  part  by  earth  and  turfed 
over,  in  an  eighteen  acre  field  used  by  the  relators  for  pas- 
turing their  cattle,  and  that  their  animals  had  as  free  range 
over  and  upon  the  reservoir  as  the  rest  of  the  lot.  Tbe  re- 
lators were  actual  occupants  of  the  surface  of  the  entire  lot, 
using  it  precisely  as  though  no  reservoir  or  pipes  were  be- 
neath its  sur&ce.  In  my  judgment,  the  statute  means  that 
kind  of  occupancy,  and  not  one  buried  under  the  surface. 

If  the  highway  be  laid  over  a  farm,  the  statute  means  by 
occupant  the  person  in  possession  of  the  soil,  cultivating  it 
for  ordinary  agricultural  purposes,  and  not  one  who  may  be 
enjoying  some  beneficial  mterest  beneath  the  surface,  as  for 
instance,  the  owner  of  a  farm  may  have  a  quarry  or  mine 
beneath  the  surface,  which  he  may  be  carrying  on  in  the 
bowels  of  his  land  without  disturbing  the  surface,  while  the 
farm  itself  may  be  leased  and  cultivated  by  a  tenant  precise^ 
ly  as  though  nothing  was  going  on  below.  In  such  a  case  I 
think  the  tenant  would  be  the  occupant  within  the  true 
sense  of  the  statute,  and  not  the  subteranean  worker.  If 
having  and  using  the  reservoir  of  water  below  the  surface^ 
made  the  Railway  Company  the  occupant  of  the  land  above, 
so  the  use  of  the  pipes  in  which  the  water  flowed  to  and 
from  the  reservoir,  made  the  company  the  occupant  of  the 
land  above  them ;  and  hence  it  follows,  that  commissioners 
of  highways  must  ascertain  and  notify  all  persons  drawing 
water  in  pipes  across  the  line  of  the  proposed  road,  or  their  ju- 
risdiction to  lay  a  highway  on  the  surface  must  fail.  Such  a 
rule  would  be  unreasonable  and  impracticable.  It  is  not  a 
question  whether  the  railway  might  not  have  occupied  the 
.  eighteen  and  one  half  feet  in  diameter  above  their  reservoir  and 
fenced  it  in,  or  left  it  open  if  they  chose,  and  in  such  a  case 
have  been  entitled  to  notice  as  occupant  nor  whether  the  oc- 
cupants of  the  pasture  were  rightfully  occupying  the  land 
over  the  reservoir;  but  simply  one  of  actual  occupancy  at 
the  time  notice  was  required  to  be  given.    If  the  company 
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chose  to  leave  the  surface  of  the  reservoir  in  their  use  as  the 
rest  of  the  field  in  which  it  was  situated,  it  subjected  it- 
self to  the  consequence  as  to  sufficiency  of  notice^  that  the 
statute  attaches  to  any  agricultural  occupancy.  Nor  are 
the  rights  of  the  company  as  owners  to  be  at  all  prejudiced 
by  this  construction.  Its  reservoir  cannot  be  disturbed  till 
it  is  compensated,  and  as  owner  it  is  entitled  to  notice  of  the 
proceedings  to  assess  the  damages.  I  think  upon  the  facts 
found  by  the  jury,  the  notice  given  to  the  agricultural  occu« 
pant  of  the  land  over  which  the  route  of  the  proposed  road 
ran,  gave  the  commissioners  and  referees  jurisdiction  to  pro- 
ceed in  the  case. 

A  point  is  made  that  the  reservoir  was  within  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  an  erection  or  fixture  for  the  purpose  of  trade. 
(1  R  8.  Edmonds  Ed.^  473  ^  57.)  I  think  neither  the  res- 
ervoir nor  the  pipe  (and  both  were,  if  either)  are  within  the 
letter  or  intention  of  the  statute.  The  lajring  out  of  the 
highway  does  not  interfere  with  or  prejudice  the  use  of  the 
water  from  the  spring.  The  same  artificial  channel  for  con- 
ducting it  to  the  tank  may  be  continued.  The  same  mode 
of  passing  over  it  may  be  adopted  as  over  a  natural  stream, 
or  open  artificial  channel.  The  company  being  entitled  to 
its  compensation  if  injured  to  any  extent  {the  case  of  The 
People  agt.  Kingmanj  24  N.  T.  559),  is  sufficiently  anala- 
gous  to  be  controlling  of  this  question. 

There  are,  I  think,  no  such  merits  in  this  case  as  to  re- 
quire a  strained  construction  of  the  statute  for  the  purpose 
of  defeating  the  relators.  It  is  obvious  that  the  reservoir 
is  no  substantial  obstacle  to  the  use  of  the  highway.  The 
track  for  travel  can  be  crossed  by  it  without  at  all  interfer- 
ing with  it  or  prejudicing  the  public  or  the  Bail  way  Com- 
pany. And  the  reservoir  can  remain  as  hundreds  of  similar 
constructions  do  in  the  much  travelled  streets  of  our  cities 
and  villages.  There  is  abundance  of  room  to  go  around 
without  crossing  it  with  the  track,  but  if  desirable  to  pass 
over  it  every  one  knows  that  a  strong  covering  with  a  ^^man 
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hole"  would  be  all  that  would  be  required  to  protect  the 
company  in  its  enjoyment  and  give  the  same  free  use  that 
the  public  have  over  reservoirs  in  the  towns. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  should  be  reversed  and  a 
peremptory  numdamus  awarded  with  costs. 

All  the  judges  concurred.  1 
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AJLJu    THE     DECISIONS 

COin'AINED  IN  THE  FOLLOWING  REPOBTS: 

36  Howard's  Fr.R;  50  Barbour's  R;  4  AVbotty  N.  8.;  and 
4  and  6  Bobertson^s  E. 


ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION. 


1.  The  extinffiiiahmeiit  of  one  caoae  of 
action  by  uie  snbttitotion  of  another 
of  the  same  degree,  can  only  be  by 
way  of  wxord  and  »atisfactia%j  which 
cannot  be  implied  by  law,  bat  is  the 
effect  of  agreement  between  the  parties. 
{DariMll  agt  MorekouM,  ante,  oil.) 

9,  When  there  is  an  engagement  to  jpay 
moMjf  and  the  person  to  whom  it  u  to 
be  paid,  either  at  the  time  the  engage- 
ment is  made,  or  nibseqnently,  re> 
eeiTes  from  him  who  has  undertaken 
to  pay  to  him  the  money,  the  check 
or  note  of  a  third  person,  snch  check 
or  note  is  not  a  satisfaction  of  the 
engagement,  unlets  it  be  eo  agreed. 

8.  When  a  bargain  is  stmok  for  the  sale 
of  goods />r  ckmA,  if  the  Tender,  upon 
the  delivery  of  the  goods  reeeiyee  fit>m 
the  Tendee',  the  check  or  note  of  a 
third  person  for  the  price,  there   is  no 


presumption  that  such  check  or  note 
was  received  in  satisfaction  of  the 
price.    (Id.) 

4.  The  dicta  to  the  contrary  in  Br$td 
agt.  Cook  (15  J.  B.,  241) ;  Nod,  agt 
JfiMTav,  (13  N.  r.  A,  167),  dtc,  eom- 
mente^  on.    (Id,) 

5.  A  sale  is  the  transmutation  of  proper- 
ty for  a  pecuniary  c  msideration.    (Id, ) 

6.  Where  A.  agrees  with  B.  to  deliver 
to  him  certain  goods  for  a  certain  note 
B.  holds  against  a  third  person,  and 
which  B.  does  not  undertake  shall  be 
paid,  the  contract  is  one  of  exchange. 
\ld,) 

7.  The  plaintiff  at  Buffalo  sold  to  the  de- 
fendant a  drove  of  cattle  at  a  oertain 
price  per  pound /t>r  ea*k,    ild,) 

8.  The  cattle  were  weighed  and  deliv- 
ered to  the  defendant,  and  the  partiee 
went  to  an  office  and  the  defendant 
procured  a  banker,  there  in  good  stand- 
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ing,  to  draw  hia  light  draft  for  the 
amoantf  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiiri 
upon  a  bankinff-hoaee  in  New  York 
City,  and  offered  it  to  the  plaintiff,  who 
reqaired  the  defendant  to  indorse  it, 
which  he  did,  and  handed  it  to  the 
plaintiff,  who  reoeived  it    {Id.) 

9.  The  banker  failed,  and  hia  draft  was 
dishonored,  of  which  the  defendant 
had  dae  notice.    {Id,) 

10.  Seld  that  there  was  no  presumption 
of  law  that  the  banker's  oraft  was  re- 
oetyed  in  payment.    {Id,) 

11.  Reld  also  that  the  indorsement  of 
the  draft  by  the  defendant  was  to  give 
it  credit  with  the  plaintiff,  and  showed 
that  pbuntiff  did  not  take  it  at  his  own 
risk.    {Id,) 

ACTION. 

1<  It  is  the  dntr  of  the  attorney  general^ 
nnder  %  405  of  the  Code,  whenever  he 
shall  have  reason  to  belieye  that  any 
of  the  acts  or  omissions  specified  in 
that  section  can  be  established  by  proof, 
to  apply  to  the  court  for  leare,  and  op 
on  leave  granted,  to  brinff  an  action  In 
the  name  of  the  people  of  the  state,  for 
the  purpose  of  vacating  or  annulling 
the  existence  of  a  eorp&ration.  (other 
than  municipal),  in  every  case  of  pub- 
lic interest  (PeopU  agt  JErie  Bailway 
Co,,  anU,  129.^ 

9.  An  action  cannot  be  maintained  under 
the  Bevised  Statutes,  relative. to  ^ro- 
eeedings  against  corporations  in  equity, 
hytittockKoUUr  against  the  corporation 
and  its  trustees,  to  restrain  the  trustees 
from  exercising  any  powers  as  trustees, 
and  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of 
the  property  and  effects  of  the  corpor- 
ation.    (Id.) 

Si  In  an  action  for  a  deceit  in  the  sale 
of  a  horse,  where  the  fraud  is  the  gist 
of  the  action,  if  there  is  no  evidence 
of  a  icienier,  the  action  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. And  ithas  been  held  that  an 
aTcrmentthat  the  defendant  '*  falsely 
and  frandnently  represented,**  dec,  is 
a  eufficient  statement  of  the  scienter, 
{Moore  agt  ^oble,  ante,  385 ) 

4  It  is  otherwise  in  an  action  for  a  breach 
of  wammty  of  a  horse ;  there  it  is  un- 
necessary to  allege  a  scienter ;  as  upon 
the  representation  of  a  warranty  the 
party  is  bound  to  accountability  for  an 
unsoundness,  whether  he  knew  it  or 
not    {Id.) 

5.  An  wuiertoiber  was  employed  by  an  in- 
dividual, to  superintend  and  to  have 
the  whole  control  of  the  funeral  and 
borial  of  his  deceased  fother;  he  was 


to  f^imish  a  certain  number  of  eani- 
ages  and  horses,  one  of  which  he  was 
to  send  to  the  plaintiff,  and  carrr  her 
to  the  oemetenr,  and  back  to  llew 
.  York.  The  undertaker  furaished  the 
cartiases  and  horses  as  agreed;  and  on 
returning  from  the  cemetery,  thedri 
ver  of  the  catriage  wherein  was  the 
plaintiff,  stoped  at  a  hotel,  and  left  his 
horses  unhitched ;  and  while  he  was 
absent  they  ran  away  and  thiowed 
the  plaintiff  out  of  the  carriage  and  in- 
jured her.  The  driver  was  the  ow- 
ner of  the  horses  and  carriage.  (Boii- 
ifaee  agt,  Belyea,  anU,  457.) 

6.  Beldj  that  the  pUdntiff  oould  not  mt* 
tain  an  action  for  damages  for  mek  in- 
jury against  the  undertaker.    {Id,) 

7.  The  relation  of  master  and  servant  did 
not  exist  between  the  undertaker  and 
the  driver.    {Id,) 

8.  An  action  will  not  lie,  in  this  eomti 
to  set  aside  as  fraudulent  a  conveyance 
to  the  defendant,  of  a  fsrm  in  New 
Jersey ;  the  *'  subject  of  the  action  " 
beinglandin  another  state.  {BmneU 
agt  JBrwufff  4  BobL,  671.) 

9.  An  action  to  set  aside  a  statntoiy  fore- 
closure of  a  mortgage  of  real  property, 
and  to  redeem  the  land  from  the  mort- 
gage, is  not  local,  and  necessarily  to  be 
tried  within  the  county  where  the  land 
is  situated.  (BubbOl  agt  Sihley,  4 
Abb,,  IT.  S,,  403.) 

10.  The  Brst  clause  of  section  123  of  the 
Code  of  Procedure,  by  which  actions 
for  the  recovery  of  real  property,  or  of 
an  estate  or  interest  therein,  or  for  the 
determination  in  any  form  of  such  right 
or  interest,  and  for  injuries  to  real  prop- 
erty, are  to  be  tried  within  the  county, 
is  to  be  construed  as  relating  to  actions 
in  the  nature  of  ejectment  and  trespass, 
and  others  which  were  formeriy  causes 
of  legal  cognizance  solely. 

ADHIBALTT. 

1.  In  a  collision  between  a  schooner  and 
a  steamer  meeting,  it  is  thedaty  of  the 
steamer  to  take  care  and  avoid  the  can- 
vas in  passing  her,  assuming  that  the 
latter  kept  her  course.  The  owns  lays 
on  the  steamer  to  show  that  the  can- 
vas did  not  keep  her  course  or  was 
guilty  of  some  other  fkult  that  contrib- 
uted to  the  collision.  (Town  agt 
Steamship  Western  Metropolis,  cmte, 
416.; 

2.  Where  it  appeared  that  the  schooner 
altered  her  oourse  within  three  or  four 
hundred  yards  of  the  steamer ;  their 
direction,  previous  to  that  bemg  near- 
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Ij  head  on  to  each  other;  their  oonjomt 
speed  being  aboot  thirteen  miles  an 
hoor ;  the  steamer,  jnst  previons  to  the 
alteration  of  the  schooner's  course,  hay- 
inff  blown  a  long  blast  of  her  steam 
whistle  to  the  canyaa ;  the  steamer  be- 
ing aboat  ^600  tons  bordeni  and  the 
canvas  150  tons ; 

a  It  was  ^Id  that  such  alteration  in  the 
schooner's  coorse  was  not  a  fault  which 
should  condemn  her,  bat  was  a  move- 
ment made  under  impending  danger 
and  in  extremis,  for  woich  the  steamer 
alone  must  be  held  responsible.    (Id.) 

4.  A  master  of  a  steamer  is  xminformed 
of  his  duties  who  says,  "  If  two  vessels, 
one  a  steamer  and  the  other  a  sailing 
vessel,  are  approaching  head  and  head, 
it  is  the  duty  of  each  to  port,  and  go 
to  the  right,  and  that  there  is  no  distinc- 
tion between  a  steamer  and  a  sailing 
vessel,  and  two  steamers  as  to  tfie 
duty."    (M) 

&.  It  is  not  surprising  when  taking  into 
account  the  disparity  in  sise  and  mo- 
mentum of  the  two  vessels,  the  steam- 
er 2,600  tons  the  schooner  150  tons,  that 
the  approach  to  each  other  within  300 
or  400  yards  distant,  which  at  the  com- 
bined speed  of  the  two  vessels  they 
would  meet  in  less  than  two  minutes,  or 
even  in  less  if  the  distances  apart  be 
calculated  according  to  the  statement 
of  the  wheelsman  of  the  steamer,  that 
some  alarm  should  exist  on  boai^  of 
the  schooner,  and  even  if  the  change 
of  course  was  in  a  direction  that  con- 
tributed to  the  disaster,  which  is  doubt- 
ful, the  fault  must  be  attributed  to  the 
steamer.    {Id,) 

6.  The  river  at  the  place  of  the  collision 
being  four  to  five  miles  wide,  there  was 
no  excuse  for  the  steamer  m  her  near 
approach  to  ihe  schooner  in  passing 
her.    [Id.) 

ADVANCEMENT. 

1,  Where  an  advancement  by  verbal  a- 
greement  has  been  made  by  a  father  to 
bis  son  of  a  portion  of  the  real  estate 
of  the  lather,  in  full  for  the  son's  share 
as  heir  of  the  estate  of  his  father,  and 
such  verbal  agreement  having  been  car- 
ried into  execution  (without  any  writ- 
ings between  themj,  by  the  son's  going 
into  poss^asion  of  the  premises  ud- 
▼anced,  and  continuing  in  possession 
ontil  his  death,  the  heirs  of  the  son 
cannot  claim  any  portion  of  their  grand 
tietther's  estawe,  where  it  appears  that 
the  shares  which  they  would  be  enti- 
tled to— beinff  the  share  which  their 
father  would  have  claimed,  if  living,  is 
not  more  than  equal  in  value  to  the  ad- 


vancement made  to  their  father.  [PUri' 
tr  agt  MeOiueTf  wUe,  901.) 

ADVEBSE  POSSESSION. 

1.  The  ownership  and  use  of  such  a  struc- 
ture for  upwards  of  thirty-five  years 
does  not  entitle  the  plaintifis  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  building  a  pier  in 
front  of  upland  owned  by  him,  adjoin- 
ing that  of  the  plaintiflTs,  although  it 
may  interfere  with  some  of  the  uses  to 
which  such  structure  may  be  put.  (SU- 
veru  agt.  Bhinelander,  5  Sobt.,  285.; 

2.  The  only  adverse  possession  of  the  land 
underwater,  upon  which  such  structure 
stood,  which  could  be  claimed  by  the 
plaintifTs,  would  be  against  the  people 
of  the  state.  No  such  adverse  posses- 
sion could  be  sustained  where,  as  in 
this  case,  the  plaintiffs'  right  was  de- 
rived from  a  permission  by  the  corpor- 
ation of  the  city  under  the  authority  of 
the  state,  and  was  only  to  oontinne  dur- 
ing its  pleasure.    (Id.) 

3.  A  possession  to  be  adverse  must  be  ex- 
elusive,  and  a  olaim  to  the  entire  own- 
ership. It  cannot  be  taken  and  held 
of  the  beds  of  rivers  over  which  tlie 
tide  ebbs  and  flows,  which  can  only  be 
occupied  by  authority  of  the  legisia- 
tore.    {Id.) 


ALIMONY. 

1.  Counsel  fees  and  alimony  are  general- 
ly to  be  allowed  to  a  wife  iu  an  action 
for  a  divorce  against  her  when  in  her 
answer  she  eitner  denies  her  ffuilt  or 
sets  up  afiSrmative  defenses,  sncn  as  for- 
giveness' or  recrimination,  under  oath, 
or  does  both.  But  the  court  may  re- 
fuse either,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound 
discretion,  when  satisfied  that  the  wife 
is  altogether  in  the  wrong,  or  has  no 
reasonable  ground  of  defense.  (Strong 
agt  Strang^  5  Sobt.,  612.) 

2.  The  disaipeement  of  a  junr  upon  a  pre- 
vious trial  of  isaues  framed  in  an  action 
for  divorce,  taices  the  case  out  of  the  rule 
applicable  to  motions  before  irial  for 
alimony,  that  the  failure  of  the  wife 
either  to  aver  her  innocence  under  oath, 
or  if  she  has  set  up  affirmatively  as  a 
defense,  recriminatory  charges  on  infor- 
mation and  belief  which  are  denied  on 
oath  by  the  husband,  to  support  them 
by  testimony  of  others  who  know  the 
fiiots,  deprives  her  of  the  right  to  ali- 
mony and  counsel  fees.    {Id.) 

3.  A  motk>n  for  alimony  and  counsel  feea 
if  granted,  will  not  necessarily  or  gen- 
erally be  qualified  by  the  condition 
that  the  defendant  oonsent  to  a  refer- 
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•Boe.  A  wife  should  not  be  foraed  to 
foreco  her  riakt  of  a  trial  b^  jury,  imi- 
ply  oecaaBe  sbe  applies  for  alimonj  and 
ooansel  fees.    {la.) 

4  Where  the  defendant  in  an  action  for  a 
diyoroe  is  imprisoned  for  the  non-pay- 
ment of  o/moAy,  he  can  be  relieved 
from  inprisonment  only  ander  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Bevised  Statutes  relating 
to  proceedings  for  contempts,  in  eiTU 
acUons,dc«.  [^  B.  8.  SaSA^,)  Qnw 
ley  agt,  Grael^,  5  BobL,  641.) 

&  The  defendant,  on  a  motion  for  a  dis- 
ehaji^e  tnm  imprisonmeBti  and  fer  a 
redaction  of  the  amount  of  alimony, 
may  be  discharged  on  paying  the 
amonnt  due  for  alimony  for  which  he 
was  committed^  and  the  amonnt  ao 
emed  daring  his  imprisonment  And 
the  order  for  alimony  may  be  at  the 
same  time  reduced    {Id,} 

AHEKDMEI9T. 

1.  An  application  for  leave  to  amend  a 
pleading,  on  the  trial,  is  always  ad- 
aressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
and  if  denied,  is  not  the  subject  of  ap- 
peal or  review.  (Dainii  agU  8nelL  50 
B«r6.,  95.) 

S.  A  defendant  shonld  "be  permitted  to 
amend  his  answer  on  the  trial,  where 
the  new  matter  proposed  to  be  intro- 
daoed  is  prima  faa/fi  a  complete  de- 
fense to  the  action,  and  a  vtdid  excuse 
is  presented  for  not  pleading  it  before. 
{BaiUif  agt,  JTay, 50  Bar6.,  110.) 

3.  In  an  action  in  the  nature  of  trover, 
where  the  complaint  alleges  the  un- 
lawful and  wrongful  taking  and  oon- 
veraion  of  the  pbiintiif 's  property  by 
the  defendant,  the  plaintiff'  may  be 
allowed  to  amend  at  the  trial  by  add- 
ing to  the  complaint  that  the  property 
was  taken  wilfully  and  maiicionsly; 
where  the  defeii<mnt  does  not  show 
that  he  will  be  misled  or  pre^jndiced 
by  the  amendment  ( Wilde  agt  jQfirltr, 
50  Ba#*.,  448.) 

4.  Such  a  ease  falls  under  sections  169 
and  170  of  the  Code,  and  is  not  a  case 
of  fiulure  of  proof  within  the  mean- 
ing of  sectiion  172.    (Id. ) 

5.  If  the  defendant  makei«  it  to  appear 
that  he  is  misled  or  tnrprisea,  the 
amendment  can  be  allowod  at  the  trial 
only  upon  terms;  usually,  that  the 
trial  be  postponed  and  the  party  ask- 
bg  the  favor  pay  costs.    {Id.) 

8.  Where  the  minutes  of  the  clerk  show 
that  the  exceptions  taken  on  the  trial 
were  directed  to  be  first  heard  at  a 
general  term,  and  the  case  states  that 


the  verdict  waa  taken  aiibjeet  to  Che 
opinion  of  the  conrt  at  a  general  tem, 
the  record  will  be  amended  to  con- 
form to  such  minutes.  (TAocAcrMt. 
ifofuidb,  4  J2oit  407.) 

7.  The  power  of  the  court  to  allow 
amendments,  to  pleadings  has  not  been 
enUrffed  by  the  Code  of  prooeedure. 
( Ifoodnt/f  agt  J>u^  5  BcbL,  619.) 

8.  Neither  at  common  law,  nor  under 
any  statute  previous  to  the  Code,  did 
the  conrts  ever  claim  the  power  to  al- 
low an  amendment  to  an  existing 
pleading,  by  the  insertion  of  a  new 
and  diJterent  oanae  of  aeCsom  or  de- 
fense.   {Id. 

9.  Section  173  of  the  Code  of  Prooeed- 
nra,  which  allows  an  amendment  of 
pleadings  *'  by  inserting  other  allega- 
tions materiel  to  the  eatCf*'  does  not  ex- 
tend the  power  of  the  court  over 
amendments  setting  forth  a  new  eaqse 

,    of  action  or  defense.    {Id.) 

10.  When  a  party  asks  leave  of  the  conrt 
to  bring  in  new  parties,  he  nrrrsts 
rily  inclades  in  that  request  a  further 
request  fer  leave  to  make  such  amend 
ments  in  the  pleadings  and  proceed- 
ings as  will  show  the  necessity  of  their 
being  made  parties,  and  to  take  snch 
steps  as  shall  be  requisite  to  brinff  them 
into  court  ( WdUbmehaw  agt  .RneL  5 
Bobt,,  648.) 

11.  Provisions  may  be  made  in  the  order 
allowing  new  parties  to  be  bronght  in, 
for  the  amendment  of  the  summons 
and  complaint  the  service  of  the  sum- 
mons upon  the  new  parties,  aud  the 
service  of  the  amended  complaint  npon 
those  who  were  already  parties,  speo- 
{tying  in  detail  the  prop«*r  prooeedmgs 
to  pursue;  or  it  may  simply  allow 
them  to  be  brought  in,  and  the^neces- 
eary  amendmenu  to  be  made  to  the 
summons  and  complaint,  leaving  the 
plaintiff  to  thereafter  conduct  the  pro- 
ceedings regulariy,  at  his  own  peifl. 
{Id,) 

12.  The  court  being  bound  to  take  nidi- 
oial  notice  of  the  feet  that  the  Eighth 
Avenue,  in  the  city  of  New  Yoric,  is 
a  pnblie  highway,  where  a  complaint 
avers  that  a  personal  injury  to  the 
plaintiff  was  done  there,  caused  by  the 
wilfbl  and  improper  oondnot  of  the 
defendants'  servant,  an  amendment 
stating  that  the  injury  oocurred  in  a 
**fmbUc**  highway  is  wholly  unnee- 
essary.  Whittaher  9«L  JBiaktX  Av.  B, 
B,C&.,&Bobt,650^ 

13.  An  amendment  of  the  judgment  in 
an  action  for  the  recovenr  of  personal 
property  aud  damages  for  the  deten- 
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tion  thereof,  by  allowing  the  defend- 
ftot  the  iClternatWe  of  retnraing  the 
propertj  claimed,  is  a  material  alterar 
(ion,  and  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
notice  of  the  change  havinff  actually 
been  made,  or  the  entiy  or  th^  new 
judgment.  A  mere  notice  of  pemiie- 
aion  to  amend  having  been  given  is 
not  sufficient  to  start  the  running  of 
of  the  time  for  bringing  an  appeal. 
(Brown  agt.  ffardict  SBobL,  678.) 

1.  AJuttice  of  the  peace  has  the  power 
and  may  anund  a  compiauU,  at  any 
time  before  trial,  by  substituting  one 
form  ot  action  for  another.  {B^ffthw 
agt.  JDunn,  ante,  120.^ 

14.  The  court  cannot  by  amendmmi  un- 
der &  173  of  the  Code,  conform  the 
E leadings  to  the  facta  proved,  estab* 
shfasg  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  dam- 
ages, where  the  amendment  would 
substantially  chanffe  the  claim  upon 
which  the  action  is  founded.  (iVasier 
agt  Corwuk,  anU^  540.) 

APPEALS. 

!•  The  Supreme  Conrtyin  reviewing  ludtg- 
ments,  rendered  bv  referees  and  smgle 
Jndges,  acts  simply,  as  a  court  of  ap- 
peals, and  can  draw  no  original  infer- 
ences from  the  evidence.  The  fao^s 
found  must  be  sufficient  to  support  the 
judgment ;  and  if  they  are  not  suffi- 
cient, the  court  cannot  supply  the  defi- 
eieooy  by  drawing  such  conclusions 
from  the  evidence  as  it  may  thinic  the 
referee  was  authorized  to  draw  and 
should  have  drawn.  {YoorkU  agt. 
Vo&rhii,  50  Baf^,,  119.) 

3.  But  in  construing  and  reviewing 
the  reports  of  judges  and  referees,  the 
whole  report  should  be  taken  together . 
and  if  all  parts  of  it,  thus  considered 
and  oonstmed,  do  cover  the  case  and 
show  that  it  was  in  feet  decided  upon 
correct  principles,  courts  of  review 
ought  to  sustain  the  judgment    {Id, ) 

3.  Where  no  objection  is  taken  to  evi- 
dence on  the  trial,  and  no  ezoeptions 
taken  to  its  admission,  it  mom  the 
oouit  will  not  reverse  the  judgment, 
even  though  satisfied  that  the  evidence 
was  origfinaUy  inadmissible.  The 
party  should  be  held  to  have  waived 
the  objection  by  not  raising  it  at  the 
trial.    [Id.) 

4.  Upon  the  finding  of  a  referee  that  a 
will  made  when  the  testator  was  of 
sound  mind  hnd  memory,  and  when  no 
improper  iiiflnences  controlled  him  or 
biased  his  judgment,  was  destroved  by 
him  through  fhiud  and  undue  influence, 
•oort  the  will  sustain  a  judgment  de 


daring  that  such  will  vet  remains,  in 
legal  effect,  a  valid  will,  and  may  be 
established  as  such.    [Id.) 

5.  The  question  whether  the  court  has 
jurisdiction  of  the  cam^  or  cause  of 
aetion^  assuming  that  the  defendant 
vras  either  properly  served  with  sum- 
mons or  process,  or  voluntarily  ap- 
peared, can  be  raised  by  the  defend- 
ant for  the  first  time  on  appeal  {Jom* 
Mt  Normch  S  N.  F.  Trani.  Co,,  50 
Ba/rb,y  193. 

&  A  v^qnest  to  charge  must  rest  on  facts 
which  are,  at  least,  possible  in  the  case, 
in  some  aspect  of  the  evidence ;  and 
where  an  nypothesis  or  conting^eney, 
not  resting  upon  any  evidence  in  the 
ease,  is  the  basis  of  a  request  to  the 

^  judge  for  a  direction  to  the  jury,  it  is 
no  error  to  refese  to  give  the  direction 
asked  for.  (Hop€  agt  LarnnMt  50 
Barb,,  258.) 

7.  An  appeal  having  been  taken  from  an 
order  refusing  a  new  trial,  the  court, 
at  general  term,  reversed  the  order 
and  granted  a  new  trial,  on  accQunt 
of  a  misdirection  of  the  judge  to  the 
jury,  directly  affecting  the  result  ad- 
venely  to  the  defendimts,  although  no 
exception  was  taken  at  the  trial  to 
such  direction  by  the  judge.    (Id.) 

8.  An  appellate  court  will  not  interfere 
with  the  discretion  of  a  justice  of  ibe 
peace  in  determining  a  Question  of  ad- 
journment, except  in  a  clear  case  of  an 
abuse  of  such  aiscretion.  (TTesiagt 
Im,  50  Bwrh,,  354.) 

9.  Although  a  justice  errs  in  rendering  a 
judgment,  for  the  plaintiff  for  more 
than  is  claimed  in  the  complaint,  that 
does  not  require  the  reversal  of  the 
whole  judgment,  absolntel^r.  The 
judgment  should  be  reversed  m  such  a 
case,  unless  the  plaintiff  remits  the 
amount  of  the  excess.    {Id,) 

10.  The  Supreme  Court,  on  appeal  from 
a  county  court,  has  authority  to  cor- 
rect the  judgment  by  conforming  it  to 
the  pleadfings,  in  the  amount  In  such 
a  case  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  re- 
verse for  the  erroneous  part  and  affirm 
as  to  the  residue.    {Id) 

11.  Exceptions  to  a  referee's  findings  of 
fact  are  idle  and  of  no  avail.  The  de- 
cision ot  a  referee  is  always  open  to 
review  upon  the  facts,  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  withont  any  exception.  The 
court  will  always  look  into  the  evi- 
dence, if  the  question  is  rained,  so  fer 
at  to  see  whether  there  is  evidence 
tending  to  prove  the  facts,  or  either  of 
them,  as  found  by  the  referee ;  and  no 
•xoeption  is  neiessary  to  raise  the 
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3nMtion.    (jDeicr  tftt  Fidd,  50  J5tor6., 
07.) 

12.  An  ezoeption  to  a  referee's  eontln- 
tioxM  of  law,  and  to  each  and  eveiy 
part  thereof,  is  eo  general  aa  eoarcely  to 
false  any  question  of  law  whatever. 
At  most,  it  can  only  raise  the  question 
whether  any  of  the  conclosioos  of 
law  are  joshed  by  the  faets  found. 
{Id.) 

13.  It  is  the  daty  of  a  party,  if  he  is  not 
satisfied  with  the  fiicu  found  by  the 
referee,  and  desires  other  findings  of 
lact  in  addition  thereto,  to  move  the 
court,  before  the  time  for  excepting 
has  expired,  to  send  the  case  back  to 
the  referee,  to  have  him  find  one  way 
or  the  other,  upon  the  other  imuerial 
questions  of  fact  in  issue,  and  not 
passed  upon.  If  nothing  of  this  kind 
is  done,  the  presumption  arises  that 
the  referee  has  found  all  the  material 
questions  of  fiMt  against  the  defeated 
party.    (Id,) 

14.  In  an  actioa  for  an  assault  and  bat- 
tel^ alleged  to  have  been  committed 
by  the  defendant  upon  the  plaintiff,  in 
the  coorM  of  his  assisting  his  infirm 
mother  of  the  latter  to  remove  from 
her  (the  plaintiff's)  house,  which  as 
sistance  was  Justified  upon  the  ground 
of  a  request  by  such  mother  therefor, 
comments  by  the  Judge  at  the  trial  on 
the  supposed  contents  of  a  will  exe- 
cuted by  such  mother  shortly  after 
such  removal,  but  notadmitteu  in  evi- 
dence, as  bein^  favorable  to  the  de- 
fendant and  evidence  of  improper  mo- 
tives on  his  partj  in  aiding  such  re- 
moval, aocompamad  by  a  direction  to 
the  Jury  to  see  whether  the  defendant 
from  buch  motives  designed,  when  the 
removal  was  effected,  to  have  that  will 
executed,  were  held  to  be  erroneous, 
as  tending  improperly  to  enhance  the 
damages  by  thA  consideration  of  mat- 
ters not  in  evidence;  for  which  a 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  should  be 
reversed.    -{CrvunMH  agL  Marrimm, 

15.  A  second  report  by  a  referee  upon 
substaniially  the  same  evidence  and 
containing  the  same  findings  as  a  foi^ 
mer  report  which  has  been  set  aside  as 
erroneous ;  an  appeal  from  the  judg- 
ment entered  thereon,  when  it  is  in 
favor  of  the  same  party,  will  be  set 
aside  summarily.  (BeUow  agt.  FoU- 
cm,  4  Bobt,  43.) 

16.  Where  the  pUintilTs  claim  rests  whol- 
ly on  a  written  instrument,  which  can- 
not be  varied  by  parole  evidence,  and 
b  not  susrainea  by  it,  a  Judgment  of 
reversal  of  a  recovery  upon  it,  on  ap- 


peal ihonld  be  absolute.    {N§mU  agt 
If^Msr,  4  iZoit,  247.) 

17.  An  action  Sffainst  two  defendanta,  up- 
on a  joint  and  neveral  contract  as  joiiil» 
cannot  be  made  an  action  upon  it  as  sev- 
eral, unless  one  of  the  defendants  is 
stricken  from  the  record  as  a  partv,  or 
has  a  defense  personal  to  himsell  A 
several  appeal  by  one  defendant  will 
not  divide  the  acUon  into  two.  {Brom^ 
agt  Bichardtony  4  22o6f.,  603.) 

18.  Under  the  Code,  any  one  or  more  co- 
plaintiffs  or  eo-defenaants  may  appeal 
alone,  without  notice  to  any  one  but  the 
opposite  party  and  the  clerk ;  and  such 
appeal  by  one  will  Dot  prevent  the 
other  f^m  appealing.    (Ja.) 

19.  Where  there  is  no  spedfie  request  to 
a  judge  to  leave  any  particular  ques- 
tion of  fact  to  a  jury,  and  he  gives  a 
general  direction  to  find  a  verdict  for 
eikher  party,  to  which  only  a  general 
exception  is  taken,  the  only  questions, 
on  a  review  of  his  decision,  are,  wheth- 
er tibe  unoontro verted  fkcts  called  for  a 
decision  in  faror  of  the  party  aaainrt 
whom  such  verdict  was  directed  1  and 
ought  the  verdict  to  be  set  aside  as 
against  evidence  1  If  they  are  to  be 
answered  in  the  negative,  the  decision 
of  the  judge  must  be  affirmed.  Ptt 
Jokes,  J.  (Bungt  agt.  Koop^  5 
J?o6e.,  1.) 

20.  An  appellant,  by  not  preparing  and 
serving  a  ease,  is  only  cut  off  from  us- 
ing on  the  appeal  any  thin^  but  the  rs- 
cord  containing  the  pleadings,  verdiot 
and  Judgment  {Brvwh  agt  HwrdU^A 
Boht,€7S,) 

21.  The  court  at  special  term  has  not 
power  to  allow  an  amendment  of  a  no- 
tice of  appeal,  the  effect  of  which  is 
not  merely  to  correct  a  mistake'  but  to 
enlarge  the  time  allowed  by  the  code 
for  t^ing  the  appeal.  {SryaiU  agt 
BiycuU,  SaU.  E  a,  138.) 

22.  An  order  settling  issues  in  a  cause  of 
equitable  character  to  be  tried  by  a  ju- 
ry, is  not  appealable.    ( IToMf  agt  JTm- 

23.  An  order  of  the  general  term,  afBm- 
ing  an  order  of  the  special  term  allow- 
ing and  adjusting  costs,  is  not  appeala- 
ble to  the  court  of  appeals.  {McClnre 
agt  Superviiort  ofNvoffara,  4  Alb.  N. 

24.  An  application  by  a  Judgment  debtor 
to  have  his  real  property  exonerated 
fh>m  the  lien  of  the  judgment  pending 
an  appeal  on  which  ne  has  given  secu- 
rity, IS  addressed  to  the  discretion  of 
the  court,  and  this  discretion  is  to  be 
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earefiilly  ezerased  for  the  protection 
of  the  creditor.  {Orckard  agt.  J^tJuiv 
ger,  4  AU,  IT.  8.,  968.) 

52S.  Id  this  case  the  court  required  the 
ezecQtion  of  a  speoifio  lien  upon  real 
estate  of  raffieient  valne  to  oover  the 
plaintiff's  demand.    {Id.) 

26^  The  oonrt  of  appeals  cannot  review 
a  decision  of  the  conrt  below,  affirm- 
ing the  judgment  of  a  referee  on  a 
Jneetio  n  of  fact    ( WiUsU  agt  Eadu^ 

ST.  An  erroneous  decision  of  the  trustees 
of  a  school  district  in  the  assessment 
of  a  tax,  is  a  proper  subject  of  appeal 
to  the  supenntendent.  {OUirk  agt. 
Twvuidxff,  A  Abb,  N:8.,  451.) 

28.  Hence,  if  any  person  whether  a  resi- 
dent or  not,  aggrieved  by  a  levy  on 
his  property  under  such  assessment, 
sues  the  officers,  instead  of  taking 
such  appeal,  he  may  be  refused  costs, 
if  the  judge  certify  that  the  defend- 
ants acteo  in  good  fiiith,  dtc.    (Id.) 

39.  Under  the  law  of  1^63,  if  the  amount 
litigated  b«fore  a  justice  of  the  peace 
exceeded  the  sum  of  $50,  an  appeal 
might  be  taken  aod  a  new  trial  had  in 
the  county  court,before  a  jury.  (MSU- 
IfOr  agt.  JBrierly,  anttf  47.) 

90.  Under  the  amendment,  in  1865,  of  the 
law  of  1863,  where,  before  the  justice, 
ih^  pleading  demand  jwigmgut  tor  an 
amount  exceeding  f50,  a  new  trial  may 
be  had  in  the  county  court,  upon  ap. 
peal  thereto ;  and  that,  whether  the  de- 
fendant appears  upon  the  trial  before 
the  justice  or  not     (Id.) 

31.  Therefore,  a  defendant,  without  any 
merits,  can  insert  a  count  in  his  ans- 
wer claiming  a  sum  against  the  plaiu' 
tiff  exoeedmg  $50,  and  demandinff  judg- 


court.    (Id.) 

32.  Where  the  notice  of  appeal  from  a  jus- 
tice's judgment  stated,  as  the  only  spe- 
dfScation  contained  in  it,  that  the  'Judg- 
ment is  excessive,  and  should  not  nave 
exceeded  $10  in  any  event,"  held,  vMuf- 
ficient  to  entitle  the  appellant  to  costs 
on  reduction  of  the  justice's  judgment 
in  the  county  court  (ffouhkiti  agt 
Banh,  ante,  61.) 

33.  Where  this  court  can  see  no  meriti  in 
an  appeal  which  comes  before  it,  they 
will  add  <en  per  cent  damaget  to  the 
judgment  (Wright  agt  Saundars, 
ante,  136.; 


34.  Objections  to  the  pleadings  or  prooft 
must  be  taken  on  the  trial  or  hearing, 
to  be  entitled  to  review  on  appeia. 
{Bo$$brooki  agt  i>tnmort,  ante,  128.) 

35.  Where  a  defendant  is  sued  in  a  jus 
tice's  court  by  short  tummoru,  as  a  no% 
retident  of  the  county,  and  he  omiu  to 
appear  before  the  iusuce.  and  judgment 
by  de&ult  is  rendered  against  him.  the 
county  court  has  no  power,  on  appeal 
and  upon  affidavits  showing  that  he  was 
not  a  non* resident  and  excusing  his  de- 
&u1t,  to  reverse  the  justice's  judgment  as 
upon  an  error  of  fact.  (Tanrier  agt. 
Marshf  anUt  140.^ 

36.  An  *' error  of  fiEict,"  has  quite  a  diflbr- 
ent  meaning  from  an  error  which  de- 
prives the  justice  of  iurisdiction  over  the 
person  of  the  defendant,  by  issuing  the 
wrong  process  to  bring  him  into  court 

{Id.) 

37.  A  notice  of  appeal  from  a  justice's  judg- 
ment may  properly  be  served  on  the  re- 
spondent jM»*«ana%,  although  such  ser- 
vice is  made  at  the  residence  of  the  lat> 
ter,  which  is  in  another  county  from 
that  in  which  the  justice,  the  appellant 
and  the  attorneys  for  both  parties  re- 
side, and  where  the  judgment  was  ren- 
dered. {Daniels  agt.  I^ogm,  flute,  230.) 

3&  8ervif«  personally  in  such  cases,  may 
be  made  upon  the  party  any  where, 
either  in  or  out  of  the  county  where  the 
justice  resides.    (Id.) 

39.  1.  Questions  of  fact  on  affirmance  be- 
low are  not  properly  before  this  court, 
and  the  appellants  under  the  adjudica- 
tion heretofore  made  cannot  uige  that 
the  report  of  the  referee  was  erroneons 
as  to  the  facts.  (ColweU  agt  IHlity 
anU,  306.; 

40.  2.  It  is  not  ground  of  reversal  because 
the  court  (i.  e.  a  referee),  who  tried  the 
eause  below  has  not  found  or  passed 
upon  matters  claimed  to  be  emoraeed 
within  the  issue,  in  the  absence  of  a  re- 

?uest  to  find  upon  the  particular  point 
Id.) 

41.  3.  Whether  upon  a  request  to  find  up- 
on issues  or  questions  deemed  material, 
and  a  refiisal  to  find  either  way  an  ex- 
ception will  lie  which  would  be  avail- 
able in  this  conrt  is  yet  undecided.  (Per 
Woodruff,  J.)    (Id.) 

42.  To  warrant  the  reversal  of  a  judgment 
error  viust  affirmatively  appear,  uncer- 
tainty is  not  sufficient.  (Marble  agt 
Lewis,  anu,  337.) 

43.  This  court  will  no  longer  allow  judg- 
ments to  be  affirmed  on  the  call  of  the 
calendar  at  general  term,  yf  the  case  has 
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not  hem  teUUd  andjiled.     {Afii 

44.  And  no  soAh  canse  will  be  allowed  to 
be  pat  npon  the  calendar,  onleu  br  an 
order  of  a  JosUce  of  the  court.    )j!a.) 

APPEABANCE. 

1.  The  aervice  with  an  answer,  served 
ont  of  time,  of  the  only  notice  of  ap- 
pearanee  for  the  defendant  given  in  the 
action,  Indorsed  thereon  may,  where 
snch  notice  waives  an  advantage  of  the 
defendant  detrimental  to  the  plaintiff's 
proceedings — snch  as  a  misnomer — so 
far  operate  to  render  snch  an  appear- 
ance contingent  on  the  acceptance  of 
snch  answer  as  served  in  nme,  as  to 
render  the  retention  of  both  a  waiver 
of  snch  irregnlarity,  notwithstanding 
a  verbal  notice  at  toe  tine  of  snch  ser- 
vice, and  a  sobseqaent  written  one,  of 
a  refnsal  by  the  plaintiff 's  attorney  to 
receive  snch  answer;  particnlariy 
where  the  Utter  has  availed  himserf 
of  snch  appearance  by  servmg  notice 
of  assessment  of  damages  on  the  at- 
torney. {Lynch  agL  A%drt»tt  5  MobLf 
611.) 

ANSWER. 

L  An  answer  stricken  ont,  on  motion,  as 
sham,  is  the  same  thing  as  if  no  an- 
swer had  been  pat  in.  When  the  time 
to  answer  has  expired  the  plaintiff  can 
enter  indgrment  as  npon  the  defendant's 
defsail.  No  order  for  judgment  being 
necessary  or  proper,  although  one  is 
entered,  the  plaintiff  should  appeal 
from  the  ofclsr,  and  not  from  the  judp' 
•Mat  {Peittr  agt  Oamtnu^  4  BobL, 
G39.) 

2.  An  answer  to  a  complaint  on  a  prom- 
issory note,  which  sets  up  as  a  defense 
that  the  note  was  made  as  a  memoran- 
dum note;  and  was  not  to  be  neffotiated. 
is  frivolous.  {PUaU  agt.  Schuyler,  4 
Abb.  IT,  8,  (46.) 

i.  A  denial,  in  an  answer  to  a  complaint 
upon  a  promiseory  note,  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  a  ftona/cie  bolder  of  the  note,  or 
that  he  received  the  same  in  course  of 
bnsiness,  or  that  he  advanced  any  new 
consideration  therefor,  is  insufficient. 
Id,) 

ABBEST. 

1.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  possession 
of  personal  property  unjustly  detained, 
ana  damages  bv  reason  of  such  de- 
tention, an  order  of  arrest  may  be 
granted,  under  the  3d  subdiviBion  of 
section  179  of  Code  of  Proceedure, 


and  the  order  may  direct  the  defend- 
ants to  be  held  to  bail  inaspedfis 
sum.  The  ease  of  JBbton,  agL  Attar, 
(9  Botw.  636,)  so  far  as  it  conflicts,  with 
these  views,  disapproved.  (Traai  agt 
Onffiin,5QBarb.,70,) 

2.  Where  the  complaint  states  an  em- 
ployment of  the  defendant  as  a  broker, 
by  the  plidntiff,  in  the  buying  and  sel- 
liuff  of  gold  coin  and  raflway  shares, 
for  aim ;  the  deposit  of  a  sum  of  money 
by  the  plaintiff  with  the  defendant  as 
security  against  loss  on  such  transac- 
tions :  the  rendering  of  an  aoconnt  by 
the  defendant,  showing  a  bHlanoe  doe 
frtmi  him  to  tne  plaintiff ;  demand  of 
the  amount,  and  neglect  or  refusal  to 
pay  ;  a  case  of  opsiMy  is  set  fSorth,  in 
which  there  was  no  riffbt  to  use  the 
plaintiff's  money,  by  the  defendant, 
except  on  the  plAintiff's  business: 
making  a  clear  case  of  money  received 
by  the  defendant  in  a/iaciory  ea^Mie- 
Uy;  and  if  such  fects  are  not  dis- 

S roved  the  defendant  is  liable  to  arrest. 
UTHBRULND,  J.  dissonted.     {Okark 
agt.  Pinckneiff  50  Borft.,  226.) 

3.  Commission  merchants,  to  whom 
property  is  consigned  by  the  owner, 
for  sale,  are  the  fietort  of  the  owner. 
They  do  not  acquire  any  title  or  inter- 
est in  the  property  itself,  beyond  a 
merelien  for  their  advances  in  paying 
the  expenses  of  its  transportation  to 
them.  If  they  have  actually  made  fuith 
er  advances  upon  the  faith  of  conn^pi- 
ments  made  to  them,  that  will  give 
them  no  title  to  the  property,  but  will 
mearly  increase  the  extent  of  their 
lien,  (ihiffuid  agL  JBdwardt,  50  Barb^ 


4.  When  they  sell  the  property,  even 
though  they  do  so  in  their  own  names, 
and  may  consequently  be  regarded  by 
the  purchaser  as  the  owner  of  it,  as 
between  themselves  and  the  consign- 
ors, they  will  be  deemed  as  selling  as 
the  agents  of  the  latter  and  as  semng 
their  property.    {Id,) 

5.  If  the  factors  mingle  snch  proceeds  of 
sales  with  their  own  ftinds,  oy  depositf- 
ing  them  in  bank  to  their  credit,  in  a 
ffeneral  account,  use  the  monev  in  their 
business  generally,  and  fail  to  pay 
over  the  same  on  demand,  they  there- 
by subject  themselves  to  the  legal  lia- 
bilities arising  from  the  misapplication 
of  another's  property,  and  to  an  arrut, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  as 
having  received  the  money  in  a  /cia- 
ciary  capacity.    {Id,) 

6.  Where,  upon  a  motion  to  vacate  sa 
order  of  arrest,  the  fiicts  constituting 
the  canse  of  action,  f^id  anthorixiog 
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the  arrest,  are  not  varied  from  the 
Btatemeat  thereof  in  the  complaint, 
the  motion  will  be  denied ;  nnleas  there 
is  aver^  decided  preponderance  of  ev- 
idence  in  favor  of^  the  defendant,  upon 
such  motion,  or  nnlesa  the  facts  show 
clearly  that  the  plaiutifl  has  no  canse 
of  action.  Sutubrland,  J.,  dis- 
sented. {Ueri-itt  agL  Mecisck&r,  50 
Barb.,  451.) 

7.  The  qaestiona  brought  before  the  oonrt 
on  sach  motion  being  issaes  in  the 
eaase,  the  jar^  alone— except  in  the 
instances  mentioned — should  pass  upon 
them  at  the  trial.    {Id.) 

8.  As  order  of  arrest,  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover damages  for  an  alleged  fraudu- 
lent representation  made  07  the  de- 
fendant respecting  the  pecuniary  re- 
sponsibility of  a  firm,  will  not  be  va- 
cated upon  affidavite  denying  not  the 
fraud  complained  of,  but  only  an  in- 
tention of  the  d  efendant  to  leave  the 
state.  {SiMzka  agu  Oilly  4  JBoftt, 
€87.) 

0,  Such  an  action  is  one  of  those  desig- 
nated by  the  amendment  of  section 
179  of  the  Code,  in  1863,  whereby  a 
defendant  may  be  arrestea  irrespective 
of  his  residence,  or  of  an  intention  to 
leave  the  state.    {Id.) 

10.  It  is  no  longer  necessary,  in  actions 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  frand 
or  deceit,  to  aver  that  the  defendant 
is  a  non-resident,  or  is  about  to  depart 
from  the  state.  Upon  proof  merely 
of  the  fraud,  the  defendant  may  be  ar- 
rested in  the  action.    {Id,) 

11.  Whatfocts  are  neeessarv  to  be  stated 
in  the  affidavits  upon  which  an  appli- 
cation for  an  order  of  arrest  under 
subdivision  i  of  section  179  of  the 
Code  nf  Proceedure  is  founded.  {Smith 
agu  Jonet,  4  Bobt.,  655.) 

12.  Where  a  defendant  has  been  dis- 
charged from  imprisonmet  under  an 
order  of  arrest,  by  due  course  of  law, 
he  ought  not  to  be  re-arrested,  and  im- 
prisoned a  second  time,  for  the  same 
cause  thonifh  in  a  dilTerent  form  of 
action.  {Wriaht  agt  Bitterman,  4 
J8o6t,70i)    ^       ^ 

13.  Although  an  order  of  arrest  ought 
not  to  be  granted  on  assertions  made 
on  information  only,  stated  generally, 
yet  it  such  allegations  are  not  met  by 
a  denial  ou  a  muiion  to  discharge  from 
arrest,  they  will  be  taken  to  be  true. 
( Wolfe  agt.  BrouweTf  5  BobLy  601.) 

14.  Where  defendants  fail  upon  a  motion 
to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest^  to  over- 
throw the  charges  contained  m  the  af- 
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fidavit  upon  which  such  order  was  ob- 
tainedt  that  certain  monies  received 
by  them  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  were 
still  retained  by  tliem,  the  motion  to 
vacate  the  order  of  arrest  should  be 
denied.  {Svfifl  agt.  WylUf  5  BobL, 
680.) 

5.  The  capacity  in  which  a  defendant 
reneives  money  of  the  plaintiflTs',  so  as 
to  subject  him  to  arrest  for  withhold- 
ing it,  is  part  of  the  cause  of  action, 
and  must  be  proved  on  the  trial ;  and 
neither  a  referee  nor  the  court  has  a 
right  to  try  that  question  on  affidavits. 
Hence  a  referee  has  no  right  to  di!<- 
charge  a  defendant,  merely  because  he 
has  arrived  at  the  conclusion  from  all 
the  evidence  offered,  on  a  motion  of 
such  discharge,  that  the  money  due 
from  the  defendadts  was  not  received 
in  a  fiduciary  capacity.  Per  Robert- 
BON,  Ch.  J.  Ba&bour,  J.  dissenting. 
{IdA 

16.  Commission  merchants  who  sell 
goods  for  consignors  on  am  agrrement 
to  guarantee  the  payment  of  ine  price 
on  such  sales,  for  a  commission,  do  not 
receive  the  price  in  a  fiduciary  capnc- 
itv.  within  the  meaning  of  the  provis- 
ions of  the  Code  of  Proceedure  ;  and 
are  not  liable  to  arrest  in  an  action  by 
the  consignor  to  recover  the  snms  so 
guaranteed  by  them.  {SaUoi^  ugt.  Dt 
Vampy  4  A1>b,,  483.) 

17.  An  order  of  arrett  cannot  be  main- 
tained in  an  aelioH.  on  coatraci,  upon  sir 
legations  that  defendant  is  about  remov- 
ing from  the  state  with  intent  to  de- 
fraud his  creditors,  and  that  be  frand- 
uleutly  withholds  and  conceals  his 
propei-ty  with  a  like  intent  ( Tode  agt. 
2>e  Ooioourioy  ant^  127.^ 

18.  A  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest 
may  be  made  after  an  inquest  has  been 
taken  against  defendant,  and  is  in  con* 
formity  with  the  requirement  of  the 
Code, — thai  the  motion  be  madt  at  any 
tim*  before  judrnmeni — for  "the  jndg. 
ment  is  not  perfect  until  entered  in  the 
judgment  book.''  iV  iNaBAHAU,  «/;, 
at  special  term.     (Id.) 

19.  A  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  arrett* 
mny  now  be  made  after  judgment,  if 
made  within  twenty  days  after  the 
service  of  the  order.  (Pelo  agt  Clulev, 
ante,  179.; 

ASSIGNMENT  FOR  THE  BENEFIT 
OF  CREDITORS. 

1  Where  debtors  eflTected  a  compromise 
with-  a  part  of  their  creditors,  who 
agreed  to  accept  payment  of  one  half 
the  amoaui  of  their  claims,  in  full,  sa^ 
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isfaction,  the  debtors  promising  that  if 
tbej  nhoald  make  an  assignment  thej 
-would  secare  the  payment  of  the  fifty 
per  cent  agreed  to  be  paid,  by  prefei^ 
ences  in  each  assignmeat,  after  confi- 
dential debts;  and  snbseqnently  the 
debtors  made  an  assignment,  in  which 
they  gave  a  preference,  first,  to  some 
debts  which  were  not  oonfidential,  as 
well  as  to  those  which  were,  and  sec- 
oud.  to  the  payment  of  a  uamber  of 
creaitors,  including  those  who  had  as- 
sented to  the  compromise ;  ffeld,  that 
the  assignment  was  not  fraudulent  as 
to  the  creditors  who  were  not  parties 
as  to  the  compromise.  {Low  agt 
Graydon.,  50  Barb,,  414.; 

2.  Debtors  malting  an  assignment,  may 

?;ive  a  preference  for  the  payment  in 
ull  of  their  just  debts,  though  owned 
by  one  who  has  purchased  the  same, 
(being  the  paper  of  the  assignors,)  at 
a  Urge  discoaut    {Id.) 

3.  Where  an  assignment  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  made  by  a  part- 
nership firm,  is  executed  by  all  the 
partners,  the  acknowledgement  which* 
the  statnto  requires  should  also  be 
made  by  all.  [TreadweU  agt  SacktU, 
50  Barb.,  440.) 

4.  An  acknowledgement,  made  before 
an  officer  who  had  no  previous  knowl- 
edge of  the  parties,  and  who  reeeived 
Ao  sworn  evidence  of  their  identity, 
.at  the  time  of  exeoution,  is  fatally  in- 
complete,  and  the  defect  renders  the 
instrument  null  and  void.    {Id.) 

■5.  Where  an  assiffnment  was  executed 
by  five  partners,  out  the  oflleers  taking 
their  acknowledgment,  testified  that 
he  had  personal  knowledge  of  the 
identity  at  most,  of  only  two  of  the 
parties,  previous  to  the  acknowledg- 
ment, and  of  the  other  three  a  verv 
vague  and  indistinct  knowledge ;  Held, 
tlitti  the  acknowledgment  was  fatally 
defective.     (Id.) 

•6.  It  would  be  very  unsafe  to  determine 
the  invalidity  of  an  assignment  in 
trust  for  4he  benefit  of  creditors,  on 
the  unsupported  evidence  of  the  as- 
signor. Such  evidence  should  only 
prevail  when  it  is  corroborated  by  the 
testimony  of  others,  or  by  the  facts 
and  circumstances  preceding  and  ac- 
•companying  the  execution  of  the  in- 
strn  ment.  ( Wvrl  agt  Ellis,  50  Barb, , 
512.) 

7.  But  where  the  aseisnor  positively 
swore  that  he  executedthe  assi^ment, 
not  for  the  purpose  of  bavmg  the 
assigned  property  distributed  among 
his  creditors  acc^rdin^  to  the  tenor 
jmd  directions  of  the  instrument,  but 


with  the  hope,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
effecting  a  compromise  with  them,  and 
he  was  corroborated  in  bis  testimooy 
by  the  assignees ;  it  was  held  that  Uie 
instrument  was  totally  void.   {Id,) 

8.  If  the  assignors,  in  an  instrument  of 
that  description,  are  actuated  by  such 
an  intent,  it  is  void;  whatever  may 
have  been  the  intent  of  the  other  par 
ties  to  it.    {Id.) 

9.  A  neglect  to  record  an  assignment 
within  the  statutory  period  fixed  there- 
for, does  not  make  it  fraudulent. 
(Denzer  agt  MuMdy,  5  Bobt,  636.) 

10.  An  action  will  not  lie  to  set  aside  an 
asaitfnment  of  property  in  trust  for 
erediton,  which  is  good  upon  ite  face, 
upon  the  ground  that  it  wss  made  with 
intent  to  defraud  creditors,  upon  mere 

Eoof  that  the  asitignor,  fraudulently 
>  collusion  on  the  part  of  the  assiance 
ing  shownj,  concealed  and  withheld 
fh>m  the  aisignee,  assets  which  ought 
'  to  have  been  delivered  under  the  as- 
signment   {MiUtr  agt  Halu^,  4  AhL 
If,  8,,  28.)  ^ 

11.  The  remedy  for  such  acteby  an  as- 
signor is  to  be  sought  in  proceedings 
by  the  assignee  to  compel  the  delivery 
of  the  assets  withheld.    {Id.) 

12.  Where  aui^ea  for  the  benefit  of 
ereidtors,  bny  in  trust  property  sold  un- 
der prior  inenmbrances,  and  at  a  price 
below  its  real  value,  they  will  bead- 
Judgde  as  doing  so  for  the  use  and  ben- 
efit of  the  trust  fund,  notwithstanding 
they  elaim  to  have  purchased  and  to 
bold  the  property  as  tneir  own,  relieved 
from  the  trust— the  assii.'nment  having 
been  declared  fraudulent  and  void  at 
the  suit  of  creditors.  {Colbunk  agt 
M<yrto%,  €mU,  150.) 

13.  If  the  assignees  are  not  trustees  to  car- 

Sthe  provisions  of  the  assignment  into 
ect,  they  are  trustees  for  tlie  credi- 
tors, who  by  their  proceedings  have 
acquired  the  right  u»  control  the 
application  of  the  property  through  the 
courts.    (Id.) 

14.  But  the  assignees  will  be  indemnified 
for  their  advances  ou  a  purchase  held  to 
be  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  trust  fuud, 
and  will  have  a  lien  on  the  property 
purchased  for  the  sum  advanced.  (Id.) 

15.  A  trustee  will  not  be  permitted  to 
make  profit  for  himself  out  of  the  trust 
property ;  and  it  is  his  dutv  to  protect  it 
to  tne  best  of  his  ability  from  sacrifice 
on  sales,  which  would  'overreach  and 
destroy  his  title ;  and  purchases  by  a 
trustee  in  those  cases  accrue  to  the  ben 
efii  of  the  trust  fuud.    {Id.) 
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16.  The  law  3i  w«ll  settled  in  this  state, 
that  one  standing  in  a  eonlidenuai 
relation  or  a  fidnciary  capacity  towards 
the  owner  of  property,  is  prohibited 
from  purchasing  c  r  dealing  with  the  pro- 
perty of  such  person.    (Id,) 

17.  A  general  oitigivmmU  for  the.  he7i&- 
ft  of  erfditort^  of  a  limited  partner- 
ship, ezccnted  and  acknowledged  by 
the  irtident  partner  \n  person,  for  him 
self,  for  the  nrm  and  as  the  attorney  in 
Ibet  of  the  non  resident  partnert^  is  snf- 
iieiently  executed.  (I^arrowagt.  Sru^ 
miXA,  479.) 

18.  Nun  residentmembersof  afirm  are 
not  necessarily  included  in  the  statuto- 
ry requirement  of  a  personal  execu- 
tion and  acknowledgment  by  each  of 
the  assignors.    {Id,) 

ATTACHMENTS. 

1  The  states  haye  the  right  to  ena  ct  laws 
creating  liens  upon  domestic  ships  or 
vessels,  for  supplies,  repairs,  dec,  fur- 
nished them  tn  home  ports;  ana  the 
act  of  the  legislature  of  this  state  *'to 
proTide  for  tne  collection  of  demands 
a^iust  ships  and  Teasels,"  passed  April 
24,  1862,  IS  constitutional  and  Talid. 
llfo^r  of  Steamship  CxrooMian.  50 
Barb.,  490.) 

2.  Ad  attachment  may  therefore  be  issu- 
ed out  of  a  state  court  against  a  steam- 
boat, under  that  act,  for  supplies  fur- 
nished for  her  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
(her  home  port,)  notwithstanding  the 
proyisions  of  the  act  of  congress,  ffiy- 
mg  to  the  district  courts  of  the  united 
States  "exolttsiye  cognisance  of  all 
civil  causes  of  admiralty  and  maritime 
Jurisdiction."    (Id) 

3.  The  judiciary  act  of  congress  of  IT99, 
section  9,  {Statuiet  at  Large,  73,)  de- 
claring that  district  oonrts  of  the  Uni- 
ted States  shall  haye  "exclusive  cogni- 
zance of  all  civil  causes  of  admiralty 
and  mar  time  jurisdiction,"  saying  to 
suitors  in  all  cases  the  right  of  a  com- 
mon law  remedy,  where  the  common 
law  is  competent  to  give  it,  does  not 
deprive  state  courts  of  the  right  to  en- 
force by  attachment  a  lien  against  a 
steamboat  running  between  the  city  of 
New  York,  (her  home  port.)  and  a  port 
in  a  sister  state,  for  supplies  furnished 
her  under  the  act  of  the  legislature  of 
the  state  of  New  York  '*io  provide  for 
the  collection  of  demands  aeainst  ships 
and  vessels,"  passed  April  24,  18^. 
{Bird  agt.  Steamboat  Josephine,  50 
Barb,,  501.) 

4.  Exclusive  jurisdiction  in  such  cases  is 
not  yested  m  courts  of  admiralty  of  the 
Uniied  States.    (Id.) 


5.  Money  deposited  by  an  individual  in 
a  bank,  in  nis  own  name,  and  credited 
to  his  account  and  on  account  of  which 
the  bank  has  certified  checks  drawn 
bv  him  against  the  fund,  is  not  capa- 
ble of  being  attached  as  a  debt  due  or 
owing  from  or  by  the  bank  to  another 
person.  {GrunUaf  agt  Mumford  50 
Barb.  54a) 

6.  And  the  service  of  a  warrant  of  at- 
tachment upon  the  bank,  by  creditors 
of  another  person,  cloiminff  that  the 
fund  belongs  to  the  latter,  instead  of 
the  depositor,  will  not  constitute  a  leyj 
upon  the  fund.    {Id.) 

7.  Upon  an  attachment  issued  a^inst  a 
non-resident  debtor,  in  an  action  aris- 
ing on  contract,  for  the  recovery  of 
money,  the  sheriff  is  required  to  at- 
tach tne  real  and  personal  estate  of  the 
debtor ;  to  take  into  his  custody  all 
books  of  account,  vouchers  and  papera 
relating  to  the  property,  debu,  credits, 
and  efiecta  of  tne  debtor ;  also  to  col- 
lect the  debts  d&c,  of  the  debtor ;  and 

•  he  is  authorized  to  take  legal  proceed- 
ings for  that  purpose.  {Mechanic's  and 
Traders  Bank  agt.  Dakln,  50  ^ar6., 
687.) 

8.  Shares  in  a  corporation,  or  any  debti 
or  other  property,  incapable  of  man- 
ual delivery,  must  be  attached  by  leav- 
ing a  copy  of  the  warrant,  and  a  notice 
showing  the  property  levied  on,  with 
an  officer  of  the  corporation,  or  with 
the  debtor,  or  individual  holding  snch 
property.    (Id.) 

9.  In  case  Jndffment  be  entered  for  tha 
plaintiff,  m  the  action,  the  sheriff  must 
satisfy  the  same  in  tne  manner  speci- 
fied in  section  237  of  the  Code  of  pro- 
oeedure.    {Id.) 

10.  Where  an  attachment,  issued  against 
three  persons,  on  the  ground  of  their 
being  non-residents,  wno  were  sued  as 
partners,  under  which  the  sheriff  leyied 
upon  and  attached  certain  goods  of  the 
firm  which  they  constituted,  was  sub- 
sequently y<icated  as  to  one  of  the  part- 
ners, on  the  ff round  that  at  the  tim» 
it  was  issued  Be  was  a  resident  of  this 
state ;  ffeld,  that  the  mere  levy  of  the 
attachment  did  not  operate,|}cr  le,  as  an 
appropriation  of  the  entire  propeity  in 
the  goods  to  the  payment  of  the  plain- 
tiff's debt;  and  that  the  sheriff,  under 
an  execution  issued  iu  snch  suit,  could 
not  sell  the  interest  of  the  resident 
debtor,  but  only  the  right,  title  and  in- 
terest of  the  nonresident  defendants. 
{Berry  agt.  Kelly,  4  BobL,  106.) 

11.  The  riffht  of  a  purchaser  of  the  pro- 
perty of  a  firm,  subject  to  an  attach- 
ment on  the  shares  of.  two  of  the  paiit- 
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Mft,  it  rabordinate  to  that  of  the  ther- 
iflf  under  mo  exeeation  iaioed  in  the  at^ 
trehment  snit.  He  has,  therefore,  no 
riyht  to  control  ineh  officer  in  the  ex- 
erciee  of  his  saperior  rights.    {IcL) 

12.  The  jnstices  of  the  Superior  Conrt 
have  aathoritT  to  issae  attachments 
af^ainst  Tesseft,  under  the  act  of  1862. 
{Law  of  1862,  y  957.)    {Delany  agt. 

13.  There  is  no  necessity  fhr  filing,  under 
that  statute,  a  specification  of  the  lien, 
unless  the  vessel  has  left  the  port  where 
the  debt  was  contracted.    {Id,) 

tl.  However  irregular  the  attachment 
issued  affainst  a  vessel  maj  have  been, 
the  bona  given  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
curing the  discharge  of  the  vessel  will 
not  be  void,  by  reason  of  such  irregu- 
larity. The  execution  of  such  bona  is 
a  waiver  of  irregularities.    (Id.) 

15.  In  the  absence  oi  any  evidenoe  to 
the  contrary,  the  court  is  bound  to  as- 
sume that  the  justice  who  issued  the 
attachment  performed  his  duty  by  re- 
ceiving from  the  applicant  the  under- 
taking required  by  the  7th  section  of 
the  statute  previous  to  issuing  sach 
warrant,    {Id,) 

16.  Where  penons  Indebted  to  defend- 
ants in  an  attachment  suit,  by  mistake 
pay  to  the  sheriflT,  upon  the  attachment 
and  execution,  on  acoosnt  of  such  in- 
debtedness, a  larger  lum  than  is  owing 
by  them,  which  is  paid  over  by  the 
sheriff  to  the  plaintiff^  in  the  attach- 
ment, not  as  coming  from  such  paities, 
but  as  proceeds  of  the  property  of  the 
debtor  levied  on,  such  parties  cannot 
recover  back  the  excess  in  an  action 
against  the  attaching  creditors ;  there 
being  no  privity  of  contract,  implied 
or  otiierwise,  between  the  parties  to 
such  an  acUon.  (Duncan  agk  Bgrlin. 
5  Sobi.,  457.) 

17.  Where,  in  an  application  for  an  at- 
tachment, the  whole  charge  of  "remov- 
ing and  disposing  of  property,  and  de- 
parting from  the  state,  with  intent  to 
defraud  the  plaintiflTs,'*  rested  upon  the 

froof  bv  a  single  witness,  of  an  offer 
y  the  defendant  to  sell  him  her  stock 
in  trade  for  less  than  to  any  other  per- 
son, and  a  request  by  him  to  her  to 
keep  the  matter  secret;  ffeld  this  was 
not  sufiicient  to  sustain  the  attachment, 
particularly  where  the  defendant  was 
oarryiuff  on  business  in  a  store  with  a 
stock  of  goods  worth  $2,000,  while  no 
indebtedness  of  hers  was  proved  be- 
y<^d  |400.    {Ihifit  agt,  Zevis,  5  BobL 

18.  An  attachment  cannot  be  sustained 
against  the  property  of  a  debtor  upon 


an  allegation  of  the  removal  of  the  pro 
perty  ra  such  debtor  form  his  store  by 
a  third  person  claiming  to  be  bis  as- 
signee, merelv  because  there  is  no  as- 
signment filed  in  the  clerk's  office,  al- 
though ageueral  charge  of  a  f rand  ulent 
assignment  by  the  debtor,  to  cheat  and 
defraud  his  creditors,  is  sworn  ta  {Dm^ 
mr  agt.  ifajMly,  5  Bobt.,  636.) 

19.  The  mere  allegation  of  a  belief  of  the 

Slaintiif  of  the  fraudulent  intent  of  the 
efendant  in  removing  such  ^?oods, 
which  removal  he  is  superintending,  or 
of  a  fraudulent  assi^ment  in  general 
terms,  does  not  furnish  grounds  for  ju- 
dicial action.    {Id* ) 

20.  The  pendency  of  an  appeal  by  the 
plaintiff,  from  a  judgment,  does  not  af- 
le      ' 


/ect  the  rights  of  the  defendant  to  have 
an  attachment  against  his  property  dis- 
charged. ( Wright  agt.  Borland,  amU, 
115.)    (i2ev«rM3aa<^,248.) 

21.  The  iu>n-fUing  of  an  aflidaint  in  the 
clerk's  office,  upon  which  an  aUaeX- 
wuM  is  issued,  does  not  affect  the  war- 
rant or  the  prooeedings  thereunder. 
{Brath  agt.  WidarMJcg^  ante,  253.) 

22.  Tojuscifythe  issuing  of  an  attackataU 
under  section  tbirty-three  of  Hie  art 
to  abolish  imprisonment  for  debt,  an 
affidavit  must  be  presented  to  the  jus- 
tice, showing  a  demand  arising  apon 
contract  and  the  amount  of  it,  that  no 
warrant  can  isnts,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant resides  out  of  the  cotmty.  {Morgan 
agt.  Houu.  anUf  326.) 

33.  That  **  no  warrant  can  issue  "  is  a 
jurisdictional  fact,  to  be  affirmatively 
shown.  Van  Kirk  agt.  Wilds  ( 1 1  Bark 
520),  is  in  conflict  with  Bainett  agt- 
Brown  (4  Comst.  254),  and  must  be  oon- 
aidei'ed  as  overruled.    {Id.) 

ATTORNEY. 

1.  The  right  of  a  party  to  change  his 
attorneys  is  an  absolute  right ;  exoept 
that  where  a  substitution  is  permitted, 
the  iien  of  the  former  attorneys  on  any 
papers,  for  whatever  sum  is  due  to 
them,  will  be  preserved.  {Hazletl  agt. 
€HU,  5  Bobt,  611.) 

2.  A  change  of  attorneys,  in  an  action, 
should  onlv  be  by  order  of  the  court, 
and  can  only  l|e  made  upon  such  terms 
as  may  be'  just ;  which,  in  special 
cases,  may  involve  the  pavment  of  the 
attorney's  costs.  Generally  the  client 
has  a  right  to  change  his  attorney  at 
his  pleasure.  {Wolf  oat.  Trockelmanf 
5  Rbbt,  611.) 

3.  Where  an  application  is  made  by  a 
party  in  an  action  to  ehangt  kit  attvr- 
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nttf,  and  thecomt  order  a  reference  to 
asbeinain  the  amount  dae  to  the  attor- 
ney from  his  elient  for  professional  ser- 
Ticee,  and  upon  the  coming  in  of  the 
referee's  report  fixing  such  amonnt,  the 
moving  party  viikdraitn  kit  applieaHonf 
the  ooart  has  no  power  summarily  to 
order  such  amount  paid  by  the  party  to 
the  attorney.  (Gardiner  agt  tlhfler. 
anU,  63.)  -o        jr     , 

4.  Although  good  faith  would  seem  to  re- 

attire  that  the  pcuty,  after  resorting  to 
le  aid  of  the  court  for  a  ehangb  of  his 
attorneyt  should  pay  the  amount  re- 
ported due  the  attorney,  the  court  can 
only  regard  it  as  a  debt  for  professional 
services  liquidated  by  the  referee,  un- 
der the  order  of  the  court,  leavmg  the 
attoniey,  upon  whitdrawal  of  the  ap- 
|illcation,  to  collect  the  amount  of  each 
indebtedness  by  action,  or  to  take  such 
other  proceeding  as  he  shall  be  advifled. 

5.  An  tUtonm  who,  without  the  consent 
or  knowledge  of  his  client,  upon  re- 
ceipt of  |50,  gives  a  stipulation  to  va- 
cate a  judgment  for  over  $1,200,  pen- 
ding an  appeal  thei^eon,  and  conBen- 
ting  to  a  new  trial,  thereby  releasing 
the  sureties  on  the  appeal  bond,  exceeds 
his  authority  and  violates  his  duty  as 
Ml  attorney.    {Qumti  agt.  Zoyrf,  aaUey 

6.  Such  stipulation  being  given  alter  the 
attorney  had  given  his  client  a  cmueiU 
for  tubstitHtiou  of  another  attorney,  he 
was  also  precluded  by  such  consent 
from  giving  the  stipukton,  although 
no  order  had  been  entered  upon  such 
consent.    {Id.) 

AtJTHORITT. 

1.  A  decision  of  a  co-ordinate  branch  of 
this  court,  Is  to  be  regarded  as  of 
controlling  authority,  until  reversed. 
{£fard€Hbufyht^  Cfrary,  50  Barb., 32.) 

2.  The  equity  powers  of  The  Supreme 
Court  cannot  be  successfully  invoked 
to  stay  or  prevent  the  assessment  or 
collection  of  a  tax.  {Mu»eck  agt 
J^rrf  of  Superviiortj  &c.,  50  Bm^,, 

3.  An  authority  simply  to  buy  stock,  will 
not  entitle  the  agent  to  make  the  prin- 
cipal responsible  for  the  value  of  the 
stock  to  any  one  but  the  seller  or  him- 
self. Jt  will  not  authorise  jiim  to  bor- 
row  money  to  pay  or  lt.on  ttie  respon- 
sibility of  the  principal.  (Martin  agt. 

Peters,  4  BobL,  434.) 

4.  There  is  no  authority  for  one  JnsCiee 
of  this  court  to  vacuus  an  order  made 


by  another  justice,  except  upon  notice 
to  the  parties  who  have  a  right  to  be 
heard.  But  such  an  order  cannot  be 
disregarded,  and  it  teems  it  can  be 
corrected  only  upon  appeal,  or  by  the 
same  justice  who  made  it,  upon  a 
motion  before  him  fur  that  purpose. 
{Swift  agt.  Wylie,  5  Bobt.,  641.) 

BANKa 

1.  A  judgment  entered  upon  the  report 
of  a  referee  on  a  ground  not  presented 
in  Ibe  pleadings  or  proceedings,  nor 
taken  on  the  trial  cannot  be  main- 
tained on  that  ground.  If  the  plnin- 
iltCa  seek  to  recover  on  such  new 
ground  they  should  amend  their  com- 
plaint, or  at  least  disclose  their  iuien- 
tion  before  the  trial  closes.  {Commer- 
cial Bank  of  Albany  agt.  Ten  Evdt, 
50  Barb.,  9,)  ^^ 

2.  Where  a  bank  sued  its  cashier  for 
malfeasenoe  in  snrrendering  eighty- 
two  bonds  for  $1,000,  each,  held  by 
such  bank,  to  W.  who  transferred 
them  to  certain  brokers,  receiving 
therefor  and  paying  over  to  the  bans 
only  $70^000,  by  which  the  bank  lost 
$14,000,  It  appearing  that  the  brokers 
were  abundantly  responsible  for  the 
amount  unpaid,  and  that  no  demand 
had  ever  been  made  upon  them  for 
such  amount ;  Beld  that  there  wns  no 
such  proof  of  lost  or  damage,  arising 
from  the  defendant's  neglect  (if  any), 
as  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  recover. 
Held,  further,  that  the  bank  should  have 
first  endeavored  to  collect  the  amonnt 
unpaid,  of  the  brokers,  bv  suit,  be- 
fore attempting  to  hold  tne  defend- 
ant responsible  for  breach  of  official 
duty.    {Id,{ 

3.  And  the  bank,  haying  reeeived  money 
arising  from  the  sales  of  such  bonds, 
and  never  repudiated  the  sales ;  Held 
that  after  having  received  the  benefit 
of  such  sales,  it  must  be  deemed  to 
have  adopted  the  act  of  the  defendant 
in  disposing  of  the  bonds,  even  if  he 
had  not  disposed  of  them  in  the  strict 
line  of  his  duty ;  and  that  it  could  not 
afterwards  diMvow  the  transactioa. 
{Id,) 

4.  A  national  bank,  created  under  the 
the  act  of  Congress,  can  be  sued  in  the 
courts  of  a  state  other  than  that  in 
which  it  is  located.  {Coole  aut.  Slate 
national  Bank  of  Boston,  50  Barb.. 
339.) 

5.  A  national  bank  is  a  foreign  corpore^ 
tian,  within  the  meaning  of  section 

'  227  of  the  Code  of  Proceedure,  au- 
thorizing the  issuing  of  an  atiaehmeni 
against  the  property  of  a  corporation 
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**  oreated  by  or  aoder  th«  Uwt  of  sny 
other  state/' &c    [Id.) 

8.  A  holder  of  bills  of  a  bank  cannot 
maintain  an  action  against  the  diri'c- 
tore,  on  the  groand  that  nnch  bills 
have  been  rendered  valueless  by  the 
miecondact  of  the  defendants.  {Branch 
agt-  BoberU,  50  Barh.^  435. 

7.  In  an  action  to  recover  monej  alleged 
to  have  been  paid  bv  the  plaintiffs, 
the  drawers  of  a  draft,  or  by  others 
for  them,  in  consequence  of  a  fraudu- 
lent imposition  upon  them  by  the  de- 
defendsnu,  who  were  agents  of  the 
holders,  after  the  draft  had  been  al 
ready  paid  by  a  check  of  (he  drawees; 
the  ontw  of  proof  lies  on  the  plaintiffs 
to  establish  their  whole  case,  and  not 
only  that  the  draft  was  paid  by  snch 
check,  bnt  that  the  defendants  in- 
duced them  to  believe  it  not  «paid,  and 
therafore  not  only  that  any  condition 
upon  which  snch  check  was  taken 
as  payment,  had  been  complied  with, 
but  was  known  to  the  defendant  to 
be  so.  Joknaon  agt  Bank  of  Nwrik 
America^  5  RobUt  ^^ 

8.  The  plaintiffs,  drawers  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change drawn  on  G.  h,  L.,  having 
been  notified  by  telegram  by  the  hold- 
ers, of  the  protest  thereof,  wrote  and 
telegraphed  to  them,  to  send  the  bill 
to  the  Park  Bank  for  payment,  and 
to  the  Park  Bank  requesting  protec* 
tion  for  any  drafts  of  theirs  on  O.  6l 

'L.  "which  might  not  have  been  paid," 
meaniuj^  thereby  to  confine  the  bank 
to  unpavd  drafts.  Beld  that  upon  such 
a  confined  authority  the  drawers  could 
not  be  made  liable  to  the  baniK  by  its 

raying  the  draft  in  question,  the  same 
aving  been  already  paid,  marked  as 
paid  and  cut  with  a  canceling  iron ; 
nor  was  the  Park  B»ink  thereby  au- 
thorized to  use  any  funds  of  the  pliun* 
tifiTs  for  the  purpose.    {Id,) 

9.  Btld,  alw^  that  the  voluntary  pa}r- 
ment  by  such  bank  of  a  draft  previ- 
ously paid  and  then  mutilated  by^  the 
canceling  iron,  after  having  received 
a  direction  from  the  drawers,  without 
taking  any  steps  to  ascertain  from  the 
drawees  what  drafts  upon  them  had 
been  paid,  could  give  it  no  rights 
a«tinst  the  drawers.  That  if  any  ar- 
tifice had  been  practiced  by  the  de- 
fendants or  their  principals  upon  the 
Park  Bank  to  induce  its  officors  to  be- 
lieve the  draft  was  not  paid,  it  might 
make  them  liable  to  the  Park  Bank, 
but  not  to  the  plaintiffb,  who  bad  fully 
proteoted  themselves  by  special  and 
limited  instructions.    {Id.) 


10.  The  rules  which  establish  the  negoti*- 
bilitv  of  oommerctal  paper,  apply  to 
haiJc  duekt  as  to  other  bills  of  ezehaoge. 
When  snch  instmmenu  are  made  pay- 
able to  the  order  of  9k  fictitious  poyee,  e. 
^,  to  **  bills  payable  or  order,"  toey  are 
to  be  construed  and  treated  as  jwyofr^ 
to  hearer.  (MeekafUe»Ba$UkofIf€mYork 
agt  StraUoMf  aate,  190.^ 

11.  Where  the  engagement  is  to  pay  to 
the  beaier,  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  is 
such  is  one  of  tho  material  elemeou  of 
his  cause  of  action,  and  must  therefore 
be  stated  in  his  complaint,  and  its  state- 
ment will  be  a  suincient  allegation  of 
his  tiUe.    (Id.) 

BANKBUPTCT. 

1.  An  assignee  cannot  make  up  oat  of 
the  general  funds  of  an  estate  any  difl'- 
erence  between  the  net  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  the  mortgaged  property,  and  the 
amount  stated  by  the  mortgage  to  be 
due  to  the  mortgaged  creditors.  {Mat- 
of  Purtell,  ant€y  4i.) 

2.  A  creditor,  to  obtain  an  order  aceor" 
ding  to  Form  No.  45,  for  tha  examina- 
tion of  the  bankrupt,  under  section  26 
of  the  act,  must  apply  for  such  order 
by  petition  or  affidavit,  and  show  (rood 
cause  for  granting  the  same.  {Matter 
of  Adam$t  antef  51.) 

3.  The  question  of  tmnd  in  the  creation 
of  a  debt,  cannot  be  litigated  in  bank« 
mptcy  proceedings.  (Matter  of  Wri^kt, 

4.  A  debt  which  is  by  section  33  of,  the 
act,  excepted  from  the  operation  of  a 
discharge,  as  is  a  debt  created  bv  the 
fraud  of  the  bankrupt,  can  be  ooUeeted 
not  withstanding  the  discharge.    (Id.) 

5.  A  creditor,  therefore,  in  bankruptcy 
proceedings,  cannot  be  allowed  to  ex- 
amine the  bankrupt  to  prove  the  na- 
ture of  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
indebtedness  due  to  him  arose,  and  tliat 
such  indebtedness  was  oreated  by  false 
and  fhiudulont  representations  of  the 
bankrupt    {Id.) 

6.  Where  the  jac^msaf  of  acredttoragainst 
a  bankrupt,  is  founded  upon  a  debt 
oreated  by  the  fraud  of  the  bankrupt 
under  the  33d  section  of  tho  bankmpt 
act  the  ditcharge,  if  obtained  by  the 
bankrupt  vill  not  affect  xL  {Matter  of 
Bobinton,,  anU,  176.) 

7.  And  the  33d  section  must  be  regarded 
as  taking  a  debt  of  this  character  out 
of  the  first  clause  of  the  2Jsi  sectiim 
of  the  bankmpt  act  ^nd  hence  that 
such  a  judgment  is  not  **  discharged 
or  surrendered,"  nor  is  the  bankrupt 
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entitled  to  be  released  fVom  arrent  or 
bail  thereon,  althovph  wnrh  jud<jment 
htu  been  prtned  x»  the-  hanirKpt  procee- 
dinffs.    {Id.) 

8.  When  the  proceedings  and  judgment 
of  the  StAto  conrt,  accorditi§r  to  the 
practice  and  0001*80  of  proceeding  in 
that  court,  carry  on  the  face  of  tnera 
that  the  suit  wiie  one  to  recover  a  debt 
created  by  the  fraud  of  the  debtor, 
this  court  'will  not  go  behind  such  re- 
cord to  call  in  queetion  its  verity  in  the 
bankrupt  court.    {Id,) 

9.  By  section  21  of  the  bankmpt  act,  the 
time  named  in  the  warrant  for  the  first 
meeting  of  creditors  is  to  be  fixed  by 
the  register.  And  it  is  a  matter  of!  dis- 
cretion with  him.  {Matter  of  JuUm 
Heye,  ante,  249.) 

10.  The  notices  must  be  served  on  foreign 
creditors,  as  well  as  those  who  reside 
in  the  United  States.    {Id, ) 

11.  Where  all  the  creditors  resided  in  Ger- 
manv,  /uld,  that  sixtv  da/s  was  a  rea- 
sonable time  in  whicn  to  serve  ihe  no- 
tices.   {Id.) 

12.  Each  creditor  has  the  right  to  exam- 
ine the  bankrupt  under  section  26  of 
the  act ;  bat  sncb  examiuationB  are  to 
be  regulated  as  to  time,  manner  and 
course  by  the  register  in  the  exercise 
of  a  sound  discretion,  so  as  to  protect 

'  the  bankrupt  from  annoyance,  oppres- 
sion and  mere  delay.  {Matter  of  Adamt, 
OKU,  270.) 

13.  In  questions  of  postponements  and  of 
eases  of  adjournments  before  registers 
they  must  exercise  proper  legal  discre- 
tion. Snbject  to  tnis  rule,  they  have 
entire /legal  control  of  cases  before 
them,  and  must  e.xercise  their  best  jndg- 
ment  in  preventing  unnecessary  and 
unreasonable  dekys.  {Matter  of  Ry- 
maa,  ante,  282.) 

BAR. 

1.  The  general  rule  is  that  a  former  ad- 
iudication  is  a  bar,  in  a  second  suit 
between  the  same  parties,  not  only 
as  to  all  matters  actually  tried,  bnt 
as  to  all  matters  which  mi^hthave 
been  tried,  in  the  former  suit,  nnder 
the  issues  formed  by  the  pleadings, 
also,  f  {Fott^  agt.  Milliner,  50  Barb, 
385.) 

3.  Where  the  record  in  the  former  suit 
'  shows  that  neither  a  counter-claim, 
nor  matter  set  up  by  way  of  recoup- 
ment, in  that  suit,  were  litigated 
therein,  as  the  defendant  did  not  ap- 
appear  apon  the  trial,  bat  suflered 


Jndgnient  to  be  taken  against  him  by 
default,  on  the  plaintifl"d  evidence, 
this  will  make  no  dift'erence  within 
the  rule  prima  facie.  The  matter  being 
directly  in  h»ne^  upon  the  pleadings, 
the  neglect  of  the  defendant  in  the 
action  to  appear  and  litigate  it,  will 
not  save  it  from  the  bar.    {Id,) 

3.  A  a  canse  of  action  may  be  with- 
drawn, at  or  before  the  trial,  and  so 
may  a  distinct  matter  of  defense, 
which  is  not  necessarily  a  part  of  the 

f|liiintiff*s  caM  to  overcome  and  estab- 
ish,  in  order  to  make  out  his  right  to 
recover.  And  as  to  matters  so  waived 
or  withdrawn,  the  trial  and  judgment 
are  no  bar.    {Id.) 

4.  It  is  a  general  if  not  universal  prin- 
cipple,  that  an  action  and  judgment 
between  two  persons  shall  not  bind  or 
affect  a  Uiird  perron,  who  could  not 
be  admitted  to  make  a  defense,  to  ex- 
amine witnesses,  or  to  appeal  from 
the  judgment.  {JTorkt  agt.  SUeUt59 
Bati,,  397.) 

5.  The  pendency  of  an  action  npon  con- 
tract, for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
will  not  prevent  the  bringing  of  an 
action  for  the  conversion  of  Uie  same 
goods.  The  plaintiff  may  have  two 
remedies,  in  snrh  a  case ;  and  an  adju- 
dication in  an  action  brought  to  obtain 
either,  whether  for  or  against  him,  may 
be  a  bar  to  the  other ;  but  at  anj  time 
previous  to  "uch  an  adjudication,  he 
maydiscontinne  the  first  action  and  pro- 
ceed with  the  second.  ( Wright  agt. 
BittertMM,  4  BobL,  704.) 

BILL  OP  PARTICULARS. 

1.  Where  the  ''claim"  of  the  plaintiflk 
purported  to  consist  solely  of  money 
advanced  genemlly  to  one  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  not  of  certian  fictitions 
sums  alleged  in  the  complaint  to  have 
been  entered  in  the  books  of  the  plain- 
tiff's, dy  snch  of  the  defendanta  as  had 
previously  been  their  clerks ;  Held  that 
no  specification  of  the  latter  sums,  or 
any  thing  relating  to  them  conid  prop- 
erty from  any  part  of  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars of  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs. 
{Drake  agt.  Tkayer,  5  JBobt.,^\.) 

2.  A  statement  of  *the  nature,  character 
and  purpose'*  of  entries  of  moneys  al- 
leged never  to  have  been  advanced, 
cannot  form  any  part  of  a  bill  of  |mr- 
ticulars  of  money  actually  advanced ; 
and  even  if  inserted  in  it.,  conId  not 
perform  the  office  of  one,  either  by  lim- 
iting the  generality  of  a  complaint  or 
indicating  the  particular  entries  intend- 
ed.   {Id.) 
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3.  The  office  of  abill  of  partionUrs  it 
It  to  limit  the  generality  of  a  com- 
plaint,  and  prevent  a  Barpriae  on  the 
trial :  but  not  to  famiBa  evidenoe. 
(/ii.) 

4.  A  bill  of  particulars  annexed  to  tbe 
eomplalnt  forms  part  of  it,  and  is 
amendable  accordinffly.  IMelrin  airt. 
Wood,  4  Ahb.  If.  8.  4:*.) 

&  A  referee  has  power,  on  the  trial  of 
the  issues,  to  aUow  a  new  bill  of  par- 
ticalars  to  be  sobstitated  for  that  an- 
nexed to  the  complaint,    {Id.) 

BILL  OP  EXCHANGE  AND  PEO- 
MI8S0RY  NOTES. 

1.  A  notice,  given  the  day  after  the  ma- 
taring  of  a  promissory  note,  describing 
the  paper,  and  merely  stating  :hat  it 
hoM  not  been  paid,  and  requesting  pay- 
ment, is  not  snffioient  to  charge  the 
indorser.  An  indorser  is  entitled  to 
notice  that  tbe  note  he  has  indorsed  has 
been  duly  presented  to  the  maker,  at 
maturity,  and  dishonored,  {Arnold 
agt  Kifiloch,  50  Barb,,  44.) 

2.  The  mere  assertion  of  non-payment 
of  commercial  paper  does  not,  ex- 
pressly or  by  implication,  show  any 
ai*ko»or,  or  that  payment,  on  due  pre- 
■entment,  has  been  refused.    {Id.) 

Z.  A  promissory  note,  signed  by  two 
persons,  in  form,  *- 1  promise,**  is  joint 
and  several,  and  the  holder  has  his 
election  to  consider  it  as  either,  and 
prosecute  his  remedy  accordingly.  Hav- 
ing brought  an  action  against  both, 
jointly,  and  recovered  a  judgment, 
with  a  right  of  execution  against  the 
Joint  property  of  the  defendants,  he 
eannot  afterwards  sever  his  remedy 
and  have  a  separate  action  against 
either.  {Laju  agt.  Salter,  4  BobL, 
239.) 

4  The  plaintiffs  entrusted  the  defendant 
with  their  acceptancet  of  his  draffai  to 
be  procured  by  bin  to  be  discounted, 
and  to  return  the  proceeds  to  the  plain- 
tiffs; for  which  he  was  to  receive  a 
GOTimission.  Held,  that  by  placing  in 
his  hands  written  contracts  by  them  In 
the  form  of  inMrnments  negotiable  by 
delivery,  tbe  piaintiffii  made  the  defen- 
dant their  agent  to  transfer  the  same 
before  their  maturity,  to  any  one,  in 
good  faith,  and  for  a  valuable  connid- 
cration  ;  so  that  any  person  who  took 
them  from  him  became  the  lawful 
owner  of  them,  and  entitled  to  recover 
from  the  plaintiffrt  thereon,  to  the  value 
of  th«*  conuitlenilion  advanced.  ( Wolfe 
agt.  Broaicer,  5  Itolt,  601.) 


5.  The  nilea  which  establish  the  oMotaa- 
bilitv  of  commercial  paper.  ap|4y  te 
hani  chcekt  as  to  other  bills  of  ex- 
change. When  such  instruments  are 
made  payable  to  the  order  of  a  Jiciitumt 
JM^yM,  «.  ^.  to  "  bills  payable  or  order," 
they  are  to  be  oonstraMl  and  treated  as 
payahU  to  6«arw.  (JfecAaaicr  Bamdt 
agt.  Slraittm,  Ante.,  190.) 

€.  Where  the  engagement  is  to  pav  to 
the  bearer,  the  fact  that  the  plaintfff  is 
such  is  one  of  the  materiel  elements  of 
his  cause  ot  action,  and  mast  therefore 
be  stated  in  his  complaint,  and  its  state- 
ment will  be  a  sufficient  allegation  of 
his  title.    {Id.) 

7.  It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  bronght  oo 
a  promissory  note,  payable  at  a  partie* 
alar  place,  against  the  maker  thereof, 
that  on  the  last  day  of  grace  sufficient 
money  to  pay  it  was  deposited  and  kept 
on  deposit  at  that  place.  {Hill  agL 
Place,  anU,  26.) 

8.  Such  deposit  is  available,  in  an  aetton 
against  tne  maker,  only  as  a  tender,  and 
must  be  properly  pleaded  as  saefa. 
ild.) 

9.  It  is  not  neceMary  to  the  mdntenanee 
of  an  action  brought  on  a  promissory 
note  payable  at  a  partlenlar  pfaee, 
against  the  maker  thereof,  either  that 
payment  should  have  been  demanded 
of  the  maker  personally,  or  at  the  des- 
ignated place,  or  that  the  note  sfaoold 
Mve  been  protested.    {Id.) 

10.  The  term  "administrator"  added  to 
the  name  of  the  payee  of  a  note,  is  a 
mere  wordof  descriprion,  in  no  respect 
essential  to  the  riirht  of  the  payee  to 
nie.{B«znar  agt.  Webb,  ante,  353.) 

11.  Where  such  a  note  is  given  to  the 

Sayee  by  the  maker  to  secure  a  debt 
ne  from  the  latter  to  the  heirs  at  law 
of  the  payees  deceased  wife,  the  payee 
can  sue  and  recover  npon  it  in  his  own 
name,  for  the  benefit  of  those  who  maj 
be  entitled  ultimately  to  its  avails 
{Id.) 

BOND. 

1.  A  bend,  executed  in  consideration  of 
$350,  requiring  the  obligor  to  use  and 
appropriate  that  sum  for  the  benefit  of 
the  wife  of  the  obligee  (the  husband 
and  wife  having  entered  into  articles  of 
Sftparation  from  bed  and  board),  and  in 
consideration  of  the  premises  the  obli- 
gor agreed  to  keep  and  maintain  and. 
forever  support  the  said  wife ;  said  bond 
being  conaifioned.  that  the  obligor 
shnnid  from  time  to  titue.  n»e  and  a)>- 
ply  the  money  for  the  benefit,  and  sup- 
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port  and  matntenaiioe  of  said  wife,  as 
the  same  shonld  be  neeessarv;  and 
sboald  keep  and  save  said  obligee  for- 
ever harmlesa  on  aocoont  of  the  support 
and  maioteaance  of  said  wife,  and  save 
and  prevent  said  obligee  from  any  lia- 
bility for  the  support  and  maintenance 
of  said  wife,  withont  frand,  Ac. :  Held, 
that  the  obligee  coald  maintain  an  ac- 
tion for  a  breach  of  that  condition  of 
the  bond  which  required  the  obligor, 
from  time  to  time,  to  ose  and  apply 
the  $350,  "  for  the  benefit  .and  snpport 
and  maintenance  of  said  wife,  as  the 
same  should  be  necessary,"  although 
the  latter  condition  which  provided  for 
keeping  and  saving  the  obligee  harm- 
less on  aeconnt  oi  sneh  snpport  and 
maintenance,  ditc,  had  not  oeen  bro- 
ken.   {Sehnve  agt  Kauer,  anie^  193.) 

BOUNTY  MONET. 

1.  Bonnty  money,  paid  by  the  govem- 
mout,  or  a  county  or  town,  to  a  minor, 
for  enlistiog  into  the  military  service 
of  the  United  States,  with  the  consent 
of  his  father,  belonffs  to  the  sou,  and 
not  to  the  father.  (Gaugkey  agt.  Smith,, 
60  BaHt.,  351.) 

9.  When  a  parent  consents  that  his 
minor  son  may  enter  into  the  military 
service  of  the  government,  he  stionld 
be  deemed  to  agree  that  the  son  shall 
reoeive  all  the  ^unty  offered  or  paid 
lor  entering  into  such  service,  and  also 
his  wages  earned  therein.    {Id.) 

3.  In  an  action  by  an  administrator  to 
to  recover  money,  as  belonging  to  the 
estate  of  his  intestate,  which  had  been 
the  bounty  paid  to  him  upon  enlisting 
in  the  army  of  the  United  States,  as  a 
soldier  in  the  recent  war.  in  which  be 
waa  killed,  where  the  defense  set  up 
by  the  answer  was  that  such  intestate 
gave  the  defendant  such  money,  to  be 
retained  as  a  gift  in  case  of  the  death 
of  the  donor  f  iTe/icf,  that  an  offer  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  to  prove  that 
the  intestate  gave  him  such  money  at 
the  time  he  received  it  as  a  donatio 
moritM  causa,  and  never  revoked  such 
gift,  was  properly  rejected  as  not  ad- 
missible under  the  pleadrags.  {Dexkti- 
vur  9gt.  Oautier,  5  BobL^liie.) 

4.  A  gift,  in  case  of  death  at  any  time  is 
either  absolute,  since  the  contingency 
Is  certain  on  which  it  is  made,  or  is 
void.  The  offer  of  evidence  did  not 
tend  to  establish  snch  a  gilt    {Id,) 

BBOKER& 

f .  A  notification  %y  the  sellers  of  bills  of 
exchange,  through  the  broker  by  whom 


the  sale  was  effected,  to  the  bnyen,  a 
day  or  two  before  the  time  they  were 
bound  to  deliver  them,  that  they  could 
not  complete  their  contract,  and  their 
snbseauent  ratification  of  that  notice, 
by  admitting  their  inability  to  the 
buyers,  acompanied  by  a  notice  from 
the  latter,  that  they  would  be  obliged 
to  buy  other  exclmnge  and  there  would 
be  a  loss,  amount  to  a  waiver  not  only 
of  any  demand  of  the  bills  of  exchange 
on  the  day  fixed  for  their  delivery, 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff's  to 
rescind  the  contract,  but  also  of  a  ten- 
der of  the  price,  so  as  to  make  the 
right  of  action  of  the  plaintiffs  com- 
plete.   {Bunge  agt.  Koop,  5  Bobt,  1.) 

2.  Where,  bv  the  terms  of  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  stock,  the  seller  has  a  spe- 
cific time  in  which  to  make  or  tenaer 
a  delivery,  there  can  be  no  breach  of 
the  contract  until  that  period  has  ex* 
pired.  Hence  a  demand  before  the 
expiration  of  snch  period  is  not  only 
nnnecessarv,  but  would  be  unavailing. 
(Wheeler  agt.  Garsia,  5  JBoftt,  280.) 

3.  Wliere,  in  such  a  contract.,  the  seller, 
on  demand  being  made  of  the  stock, 
after  the  same  was  due,  declared  his 
inability  to  deliver  it,  thift  was  equiva- 
lent to  a  waiver  of  an  offer  to  perform 
by  the  purchaser.    {Id,) 

4.  Bnt  where  the  delivery  and  pavment 
are  concurrent  acts,  no  prior  ofter  to 
pay,  by  the  purchaser,  is  reonisite  to 
render  the  neglect  of  tlie  seller  to  de- 
liver the  stock,  a  sufiScient  breach  of 
the  contract  whereon  to  sustain  an 
action.  The  seller  is  neither  bonna  to 
deliver  without  payment,  nor  the  pnx^ 
chaser  to  pay  without  delivery. 

5.  Where  the  period  for  the  delivery  of 
stock  is  fixea  by  the  contract  of  sale, 
the  seller  is  entitled  to  the  whole  of  it 
wherein  to  deliver.  He  may  do  so  on 
the  first,  last,  or  anv  intermediate  day 
of  such  period,  bnt  is  bound  to  deliver 
at  some  time  within  its  limits.    {Id.) 

6.  Immediately  on  the  expiration  of  the 
limited  period,  the  vendor,  in  case  of 
non  delivery,  is  in  default,  and  a  ri^ht 
of  action  arises  for  the  breach.  Under 
such  a  contract,  jio  demand  is  neces- 
sary.   (Id) 

7.  A  court  of  eqnity  has  no  general 
jurisdiction  of  an  action  to  redeem  per- 
sonal property  pawned,  without  some 
additional  circumstances  rendering?  its 
interference  necesary.  The  remedy  at 
law  is  ample,  by  tender  of  the  amount 
due,  and  a  possessory  action  to  recover 
the  articles  pledsred.  or  damage*  for 
their  detention.  {Durant  agt'JI^tJi- 
stein,  5  Bobl,  423.) 
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8  8alM  of  pledged  vtock  below  the 
market  priee,  bj  tl)e  pled^reeSf  will  not 
alone  make  tb'e  latter  liable  for  the 
difference,  nnleM  made  with  intent  to 
injnre  the  pledgor,  bej'ond  the  mere 
realization  of  the  amount  dne  the 
pledseeu,  as  in  other  cases  of  abase  of 
lawfnl  aathority.  Something  besidea 
a  mere  sale  beluw  the  market  price  is 
necessary  to  show  such  intent.  There 
must  at'IcHsi  be  such  recklessness 
shown,  in  the  mode  or  time  of  sellmg, 
as  to  est<iblish  an  intent  to  iigure  the 
pHwnor,  before  the  pawnee  can  be 
made  liable  for  any  loss.    {Id.) 

9.  Stocks  bought  br  'a  broker  for  his 
principal,  after  a  deposit  bj  the  latter 
of  a  sum  of  money  with  the  former, 
to  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the 
purchase  money  thereof,  become  the 
property  of  the  prtncipalj  although 
the  broker  advances  the  residue  of  the 
purchase  monej,  and  takes  a  transferof 
the  stock  to  himself,  and  the  principal 
agrees  to  ropay  him.  from  time  to  time, 
enough  of  sucli  advances  to  bring  the 
amount  due  therefor  within  a  certain 
per  centage  ot  the  market  value  as  it 
may  fluctuate.  And  a  sale  of  such 
stocks  by  the  broker,  before  Uie  time 
when  the  whole  of  such  advances  be- 
comes payable,  according  to  his  agree- 
ment with  the  principal,  is  a  conver- 
sion thereof,  wnether  notice  of  such 
sale  is  given  to  the  latter  or  not.  {Tay- 
lor kgt.  KetehuMf  5  Sobt,  507.) 

10.  Under  such  a  purchase  and  agree- 
ment, evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove 
a  usage  among  brokers,  in  such  a  case, 
not  to  retain  the  identical  shares  of 
stock  bought ;  but  in  case  of  a  failure 
of  the  principal  to  repay  the  advances 
and  commissions  within  the  time  fixed, 
to  sell  at  the  end  of  that  period  a  like 
amount  ot  the  same  stock  without  no- 
tice of  the  time  and  pUce  of  sale  to 
the  principal.  Such  a  ueuge  conflicts 
with  the  terms  of  the  contract  as  in- 
terpreted by  the  law.    {Id.) 

11.  A  sale  of  stocks  by  a  broker,  to  re- 
imburse his  advanc'es  for  their  pur- 
chase money,  without  notice  to  his 
principal  of  the  time  and  place  of  sale 
IS  not  binding  upon  the  latter.    {Id.) 

12.  The  Open  Board  of  Brokers  in  tbe 
City  of  New  York  is  not  a  copartner- 
ship, within  the  operation  of  the  equit- 
able remedies  afforded  .  by  the  courts 
for  the  protection  of  the  rights  of  part- 
ners  as  between  themselves.  (JvhiU 
agt.  SrmcTuU,  4  Abb.  N.  S.,  IG2.J 

13.  Nor  is  that  board  a  corporation,  in 
such  sense  as  to  render  it  subject  to  the 
roles  by  which  couits  of  equity  inter-  | 


fere  to  restore  a  corporator  who  has 
been  onlawfully  expelled  or  disfran- 
ehised,  to  bit  priTileges  of  member- 
ihip.    {Id,) 

CASE. 

1.  Upon  the  trial  of  a  cause  by  theeooit 
without  a  jury,  the  proper  pface  for  in- 
serting tbe  findings  of  the  court  unon 
matters  pertinent  to  the  issues,  nut 
not  contained  in  its  **  cfectMon,"  is  in 
the  "ous*?  prepared  for  hearing  the 
anneaL     {MeKeon  agt.  Set,  4  £oU, 

3.  Under  the  268th  section  of  the  Code, 
givinff  an  appellant  a  right  to  have  in- 
aertea  in  his  "com"  a  brief  specifica- 
tion of  the  facts  found  by  the  court, 
and  its  conclusions  of  law  thereon,  Ue 
has  a  right  to  require  any  pertinent 
facts  to  be  passed  upou  by  the  court  in 
the  settlement  of  such  case,  and  his 
redress,  if  any,  for  a  refusal,  must  be 
by  appeal  from  such  settlement     {Id.) 

3.  The  268th  seotion  of  the  Code  alone 
provides  tor  taking  exceptions  after 
the  decision  is  made,  and  they  must  he 
written  and  filed,  not  taken  .orally 
{Id.) 

4.  Questions  to  whicli  no  exceptions  ars 
taken,  exceptions  by  the  prevailing 
party,  and  evidence  not  necesary  to 
suHtain  the  exceptions  of  the  loosing 
party  are  improperly  inserted  in  a  case 
made  to  be  annexed  to,  or  inserted  in 
a  judgment  roll  for  the  purpof«e  of  an 
appeal.  {DeOroot  agn  JWtoa  Fire 
liUHranM  Co,^  4  Bobt,  505.) 

CLAIM  AND  DELIVERY. 

1.  In  an  action  of  claim  and  delivery  of 
personal  property,  where  the  property 
is  restored  to  the  plaintiff  ana  ac- 
cepted by  him,  although  he  claims 
costs  of  the  action,  before  the  actnal 
commencement  of  the  action  by  the 
service  of  process,  although  the  'same 
with  an  undertaking  were  inthehouils 
of  the  sberiflf  for  service  at  the  liiue, 
the  action  cannot  be  maintained. 
{Following  the  decision  in  tlu  case  of 
ChritCu  agt.  Corliett,  34  JToic.,  Pr.  JL, 
19.)    (iVoner  agt.  Corvin,  ante,  540.) 

2.  The  approval  of  the  nndtrtahing  by  the 
sherilfis  not  the  allowance  of  a  provis- 
ional rtmedy,  so  as  to  give  the  court 
jurisdiction  of  the  action  under  4  139 
of  the  Code.    {Id) 

3.  The  court  cannot  by  afnendment  un- 
der 4  173  of  the   Code,  conform  the 

Cloaaings  to  t'he  factH  proved,  estab- 
shing  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  dam- 
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eam,  where  the  amendmeDt  would 
aaoBtantially  chan^  the  claim  upon 
wliioh  the  action  is  foanded.    {Id.) 

COMMISSIONERS  OF  HIGHWATS. 

1.  Commisuonera  of  highways  are  re- 

anired  bj  statute,  before  they  shall 
etermine  to  lay  oat  any  highway,  to 
eanse  noiice  in  writing  to  be  given  to 
the  occupant  of  tke  land  through  which 
the  road  is  to  run,  of  the  time  and 
place  at  which  they  will  meet  to  decide 
on  each  application.  And  they  ac- 
quire no  jurUdiction  until  they  have 
given  such  notice.  {People  ast.  Super- 
visors  of  AUgany  Co,,  ante,  544.) 

2.  Where  a  highway  was  proposed  to 
be  laid  out  through  a  field  of  about 
eighteen  acres,  used  as  a  pasture,  and 
in  which  was  a  reservoir  formed  by 
springs  of  water  of  eighteen  and  a 
half  feet  in  diameter,  wnich  had  been 
eonveyed  by  deed  by  the  occupants' 
ancestor  to  th«i  Erie  Railway  Com- 
pany, who  thereafter  and  then  used 
the  water  therefrom,  by  means  of 
pipes  for  the  benefit  of  their  railroad, 
such  reservoir  being  covered  with 
plank,  earth,  and  turf;  so  that  cattle  in 
the  pasture  stood  upon  and  passed  over 
it,  as  over  other  portions  of  the  lot, 
and  the  proposed  highway  being  laid 
out  directly  over  the  reservoir :    {Id.) 

3.  Bleld,  that  notice  served  upon  the 
oecu,pa7U  of  the  lot  only,  was  sufficient 
to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  proper 
authorities  to  lay  out   the  hignwav.- 

4.  The  Erie  Railway  Company  is  not 
predjudiced  by  such  notice,  as  its  res- 
revoir  can  not  be  disturbed  until  it  is 
oompensated,  and  as  owner  it  is  enti- 
tled to  notice  of  the  proceedings  to 

the  damages.    {Id.) 


COMMON  CARRIERS. 

1.  Where  a  traveler  by  steamboat  neg- 
lects to  present  his  check  and  claim  his 
baggage  within  a  reasonable  time  af 
ter  the  arrival  of  the  boat.at  the  end  of 
the  route,  the  carrier  becomes  a  mere 
patnitous  bailee;  and  if  the  baggage 
IS  afterwards  destroyed  by  fire,  wiUi- 
ont  any  negligence  on  his  part,  be  is 
not  liable  for  the  valae.  {Jones  agt 
Normch  S  N.  T.  Trausportatum  Co, 
50  Barb.,  193.) 

S.  The  nndertaking  of  a  carrier  of  panen- 
gers  is  that  he  will  carry  the  passen^^r 
and  bis  trunk  to  the  place  of  destina- 
tion, and  deliver  the  same,  with  its 
oonteuta,  to  him  there,  on  presentation 


of  his  check  for  it,  within  a  reasonable 
time,  nader  tlie  circnmstances,  after  ar- 
riving.   {Id.) 

3.  The  performanee  of  a  contract  for  the 
transportation  and  delivery  of  mer- 
chandise, by  their  carrier,  at  the  end  of 
the  route  or  voyage,  is  governed  by 
diflbrent  rules,  according  to  the  charac- 
ter of  the  transportation.  Coming 
from  a  foreign  couatrv,  it  is  suflicient 
that  it  be  landed,  when,  where  and 
how,  the  cistom  of  tke  port,  at  which 
it  arrives  prescribes,  wnen  such  cus- 
tom has  been  so  long  acqniesc(>d  in  as 
to  be  ]>resumed  to  form  part  of  the  co  i- 
traet ;  if  in  the  United  Statrs,  aeneral- 
ly  by  landing  it  at  the  usual  landing 
place  and  giving  notice  to  the  con- 
signee ;  although  that  does  not  seem  to 
be  the  universal  rule.  Per  Robert- 
BON,  Ch.  J.  {Atlantic  Nav.  Co.  agt 
Johnson,  A  SobL,  474.) 

4.  The  rule  in  regard  to  domestic  farri- 
ers is  that  goods  transported  by  them 
must  be  delivered  to  the  consignee, 
and  until  so  delivered,  remain  at  the 
risk  of  the  carrier  as  such ;  except  that 
he  may  noti^  the  consignees  or  their 
arival,  and  in  case  of  refusal  to  thke 
them,  store  them  for  their  benefit. 
ild.) 

5.  To  make  a  common  carrier  liable  for 
non-delivery  of  property,  entrusted  to 
him,  the  actinm  must  be  brought  speci- 
fically upon  his  breach  of  a  public  du- 
ty, or  his  undertaking  to  carry  safely 
and  deliver,  and  he  cannot  be  made  li- 
able for  such  neglect  in  an  action 
wherein  the  complaint  charges  merely 
a  conversion  of  the  property  to  his  own 
use,  wherewith  his  position  as  coniraon 
carrier  has  nothing  to  do.  {Tolano 
ogt  ITatUmal  Steatn  Ifav,  Co.,  5  Bobt. 
818.) 

6.  It  is  error  to  treat  an  action  brought  for 
the  conversion  of  chtttt€ls  as  one  for 
dereliction  of  duty  or  breach  of  con- 
tract by  the  defencant  as  a  common 
carrier,  and,  wilhont  any  evidence  of 
a  conyersion,  submit  to  a  jury  merrly 
the  questions,  whether  certain  article's 
were  "ordinary  and  necessary"  to  a 
traveler  and  a  sum  of  money  was  a 
reasonable  amount  for  traveling  expen- 
ses.   {Id.) 

7.  Where  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
disclaims  any  taking  charge  by  the  de- 
fendants as  common  carriers  of  articles 
lost,  and  daring  her  whole  travel  she 
kept  them  in  her  possession,  under  her 
charge  no  question  of  liability  as  com- 
mon carriers  can  arise.    {Id.) 

8.  AUhongh  carriers,  in  the,  absence  of 
any  deceit  practiced  upon  them  in  re- 
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gwnd  to  the  contents  of  paoka^et  timas- 
ported  bj  then,  are  responsible  for 
their  fall  valae,  when  they  do  not  limit 
tlieir  liabilitjr  by  agreement  or  notice, 
vet  in  derermining  that  liability,  it  is  to 
1>e  presumed  that  (hey  assnmea  that  the 
contents  of  a  packtige  so  transported 
was  of  no  greater  value  than  its  exter- 
nal aypearauce  warranted.  Such  an 
appearance  is  as  strong  a  representa- 
tion as  W">rds.  (  Warner  AgL  WaUrn 
TraM.  Co.,  5  BobL,  490.) 

9.  A  common  carrier  is  relieved  from  lia- 
bility for  the  loss  of  goods  nndertaken 
by  him  to  be  transported,  by  any  fraud 
or  imposition  practiced  upon  him  by 
the  owner  of  such  goods,  in  respect  to 
their  value  or  natore.  So  that  where 
a  case  eontaining  very  valuable  arti- 
cles, is  prepared  so  as  to  resemble 
those,  in  which  articles  of  little  valae 
are  usually  carried,  so  that  the  carrier 
is  tliereby  imposed  upon  as  to  such  val- 
ue; he  is  not  liable  for  the  loss  of  its 
contents,  even  though  he  has  not  lim- 
ited his  liability  by  any  notice.    {Id,) 

COMPLAINT. 

1.  Where  several  causes  of  action  are 
such  as  may  be  united  in  the  complaint, 
a  demurrer  will  not  lie  because  they 
are  not  sepatrLielv  stated.  {Batt  agt. 
ComOock,  ante,  38i3.) 

2.  In  an  action  for  a  deceit  in  the  sale 
of  a  horse,  where  the  fraud  is  the  gist 
of  the  action,  if  there  is  no  evidence 
of  a  scienter,  the  action  cannot  be  sus- 
biined.  And  it  has  been  held  that  an 
averment  that  the  defendant  "falsely 
and  frauduently  represented,"  &c.,  is 
a  pufficieut  statement  of  the  eeienter. 
{Ifoore  agt  NobU,  ante,  385 ) 

3.  It  is  otherwise  in  an  action  tor  a  breach 
of  warranty  of  a  horse ;  there  it  is  an* 
necessary  to  allege  a  eeienter ;  as  upon 
the  representation  of  a  warranty  the 
party  is  bound  to  accountability  for  an 
unsoundness,  whether  he  knew  it  or 
not.    (Id,) 

The  complaint  in  this  case  decided  to 
be  one  for  deceit  in  the  sale  of  a  horse, 
instead  of  one  for  breach  of  warranty 
of  the  soundness  of  the  horse,  as  claim- 
ed b/  the  plaintiff.    {Id,) 

5.  The  provisiou  of  the  Code,  requiring 
that  the  complaint  shall  contain  a  plain 
and  concise  statement  of  the  facts 
which  constilute  the  cause  of  action, 
applies  to  each  connt  of  the  complaint ; 
and  the  general  allegation  that  the  se- 
cond cause  of  action  arose  out  of  trans- 
actions connected  with  the  firsc  does 
not  asublish  a  case  within  ttie  above 


6.  Wher6  a  complaint  alleged  Ibat  the 
defendant  was  sheriff,  R  aiid  his  depu- 
ty, the  takmg  and  conversion  of  tho 
plaintiff's  property  by  R,  under  and  by 
virtae  of  an  exeeution  against  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  snch  property  was 
exempt;  EiUd  that  more  was  set  forth 
than  was  necessary,  the  caose  of  ac- 
tion being  complete  without  any  state- 
ment of  the  reason  or  authority  for 
taking  the  property,  or  its  exemption. 
{Dennis  agt.  Snell,  50  Barb.,  95.) 

7.  If  the  judgment  is  not  set  up  in  the 
answer,  the  judge,  at  the  circuit,  will 
be  justified  in  refusing  to  allow  the  de- 
fendant to  show  its  oonsidertion,  as  ■ 
defense  to  the  plaintiff's  claim  that  the 
property  was  exempt  from  levy  and 
sale  on  execution.    {Id.) 

8.  Where  the  complaint  alleges  a  war- 
ranty, a  sale  on  tne  faith  of  it,  the  ex- 
istence of  a  defect  warranted  against, 
and  damages  thereby,  these  allegations 
complete  a  cause  of  octiou  on  which 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover ;  un- 
less in  his  complaint  he  rejects  snch 
warranty  and  its  obligations  as  a  con- 
tract, and  limits  the  introduction  of  it 
to  its  use  as  a  mere  instrument  of  de- 
ception. {Qmniard  agt.  NewUtn,  5 
JBobt,  72.) 

9-  Allegations  of  fraud,  in  a  complaint, 
when  not  essential  to  enable  a  plain- 
tiff to  recover,  may  be  disregarded. 

.  {Id.) 

10.  In  an  action  to  recover  money  won 
at  gauiing,  the  only  allegations  neces- 
sary in  the  complaint,  under  3d  Bevis- 
<ed  Statutes,  5th  edition,  p.  633,(  1.  are 
that  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff  in  the  sum  claimed  by  him, 
whereby  an  action  has  accrued  to  him 
according  to  the  statute  against  betting 
and  gaming.  {StaMiard  agt.  JSytiitge, 
5 IML,  90.)  .     ^ 

11.  This  the  statute  declares  suffident, 
without  set  ing  out  the  special  mat' 
ter,  that  is  the  facts  as  they  exists  and 
which  constitute  the  cause  of  action. 
{Id.) 

12.  A  complaint  which  does  not  stats 
when  the  debt  was  contracted  fi>r 
which  the  action  was  brought,  or  that 
the  defendant  was  a  tnisiee  when  it 
was  oontracted,  is  defective.  {McSary 
agt.  Bastman,  4  BobL,  638.) 

13.  It  will  also  be  defective  if  it  alleger 
that  no  report  verified  bv  the  presi- 
dent and  secret.ary  was  filed,  the  stat- 
nte  making  a  verification  by  one  d 
sach  officers  sufficient.    {Idi) 
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14.  An  allegation  that  the  company  has 
never  filed  any  **repopt,  as  by  law  re- 
qaired,"  ia  ultoKether  too  vagne  and 
ambignous  to  serve  as  a  soostitate 
for  the  language  of  the  statute.    (Id.) 

15.  The  grant  of  anthority  to  conrts,  by 
■eetion  271  <*f  the  Code,  to  refer  ac- 
tions inyolvin^  the  examination  of  a 
long  aoconnt,  is  at  most  permissive, 
not  peremptory,  and  is  intended  more 
for  the  benefit  of  the  court,  than  as  a 
right  of  the  parties.  {Goodyear  agt 
Brooh,  4  Bobt.  682.) 

16.  The  questions  of  law  which  may  so 
be  required  to  be  decided  are  not  oon- 
ilned  to  those  arising  out  of  the  facts 
prosented  by  the  issues  in  the  case. 
They  mav  grow  out  of  their  v«ry  char- 
ter, and  the  evidence  necessary  to  their 
investigation.    (Id.) 

17.  Where,  in  an  action  to  foreclose  chat- 
tel mortgages,  the  defense  was  that 
the  mortgages  were  fraudulent;  IMd 
that  the  necessity  of  proving  good 
Ikitfa  and  honest  intent  would  proba- 
bly raise  difficult  questions  of  law,  and, 
tiierefore  the  case  was  not  one  which 
■honld  be  referred.    (Id. ) 

18.  li  teem,  that  proof  of  an  intention 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  apply 
for  the  trial  of  issues  by  a  jury,  is  not 
of  itself  an  objection  to  granting  th^ 
plaintiff's  motion  for.  an  order  of  re- 
ference.   Id.) 

W.  An  action  for  the  foreeloenre  of  a 
mortga^j^e  is  not  in  a  condition  to  have 
all  the  issues  therein  referred,  while 
anjr   defendants,    aeainst  whom   the 

Slaintiff  seeks  a  judgment  over  for  a 
eficiency  have  not  been  served  with 
a  snoimons,  or  have  been  served  with 
a  notic«  that  no  personal  claim  is  made 
aeainst  them,  and  have  not  appeared. 

CONSIGNOR  AND  CONSIGNEE. 

1.  The  law  implies  an  agreement  on  the 
part  of  consignees  of  property  in- 
trusted to  them  for  sale,  to  obtain  the 
best  price,  by  means  of  faithful  and 
diligent  efforts  to  ascertain  and  pro- 
cure at  least  the  highest  market  valne 
Of  the  property  consigned.  (lAnsly 
agt.  Carpenter,  4  SobL,  200.) 

9»  Where  merchandise  was  delivered  to 
the  defendant,  under  an  express  agree- 
ment on  his  part  to  sell  the  same  for 
the  highest  market  price,  and  to  make 
extraordinary  efforts  to  sell  the  same 
for  the  highest  price,  for  which  efforts 
he  was  to  receive  an  extra  commission  ; 
Seidf  that  the  agreement  required  the 


•zereiee  of  every  reasonable  and  dili< 

S>nt  effort  by  the  defeud.4nt,  to  obtain 
e  highest  market  price  for  the  pro- 
perty.   (Id.) 

Z.  The  performance  of  a  contract  for  the 
transportation  and  delivery  of  mer- 
chandise, by  their  carrier,  at  the  end 
of  the  route  or  vovage,  is  governed  by 
different  rules,  accoraing  to  the  char- 
acter of  the  transportation.  Coming 
from  a  foreign  country,  it  is  sufiicient 
that  it  be  landed,  when,  where,  and 
how  the  cuttom  of  the  port,  at  which  it 
arrives  prescribes,  when  such  custom 
has  been  so  long  acquiesced  in  as  to  be 
presumed  to  form  part  of  the  con- 
tract; if  in  the  United  States,  generally 
by  landing  it  at  the  usual  landing  place 
and  giving  notice  to  the  consignee; 
although  that  does  not  seem  to  w  the 
universal  rule.  Per  Robbrtbon,  Ch. 
J.  (Atlantic  Navigation  Go^eLOlLJoki^ 
»on,4BobL,i74:j  ^ 

4.  The  rule  in  regard  to  domestic  carri- 
ers is  that  goods  transported  by  them 
must  be  delivered  to  the  consignee, 
and  until  so  delivered,  remain  at  the 
risk  of  the  carrier  as  such ;  except  that 
he  may  notify  the  consignees  of  their 
arrival,  and  in  case  of  refusal  to  take 
them,  store  them  for  their  benefit. 
(Id.) 

5.  In  an  action  by  the  owner  against  the 
warehouse-man  to  recover  the  valne 
of  goods  l<»Bt,  the  burden  of  proof,  as 
to  due  diligence,  is  upon  the  defendant. 
The  mere  non-production  of  the  sub- 
juect  of  bailment  is  jtritna  foune  evi- 
dence of  a  deficiency  in  the  care  of  it 
(Sehicervn  agt.  JfciCie,  5  Bobt.,  404.) 

6.  In  an  action  against  a  warehouse- 
man for  the  conversion  of  goods,  in- 
terest on  the  value  of  the  go^s  (if  al- 
lowed by  the  jury),  ia  recoverable,  by 
way  of  damages ;  it  oeing  an  action 
for  breach  of  duty.    (Id.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

1.  The  provision  in  the  act  to  provide  for 
a  convention  to  revise  and  amend  the 
constitution  of  this  state,  passed  Maith 
29,  1867,  which  requires  of  an  elector, 
when  challenged,  toe  following  oath : 
"  I  (A.  B.)  do  solemnly  swear  (or  af- 
firm) that  I  have  never  voluntarily 
borne  arms  against  the  United  StAtes 
since  I  have  been  a  citizen  thereof; 
that  I  have  voluntarily  given  no  aid, 
countenance,  counsel  orenconmgement 
to  persons  engaged  in  armed  hostility 
thereto ;  that  Ihave  neither  sought,  nor 
accepted,  nor  attempted  to  exercise  the 
functions  of  any  office  whatever,  under 
any  authority  or  pretended  authority, 
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in  bpctility  to  the  United  Statw;  that  I 
have  not  jielded  a  Tolnutarj  anpport 
to  anj  prel ended  government,  anthor- 
itr,  power  or  constitation^  within  the 
United  States,  hostile  or  inimical  there- 
to ;  and  did  not  willfully  desert  from 
the  military  or  naval  seryice  of  the 
United  States,  or  leave  this  state  to  a- 
Toid  a  draft,  during  the  late  rebellion ; 
"  is  viuxnutitutioTuil  and  wioL  {Ortoi 
•gt.  JShumwaiff  ante,  5.) 

CONTRACTS. 

1.  Although  laws  have  no  force  b]r  their 
inherent  vigor,  beyond  the  territorial 
limits  of  the  state  in  which  they  are 
made,  yet  a  contract  which  is  valid 
where  It  is  made,  is  to  be  held  valid 
evervwhere.  Winler  agL  BakeTf  50 
BaA,  432.V 

2.  Althoogh  in  this  state,  liabilitSes  im- 
posed on  stockholders  by  the  act  of  iu- 
eorporation,  or  bv  a  general  statnte, 
have  been  regarded  by  our  courts  in 
the  nature  oi  contracts,  it  does  not 
follow  that  all  liabilities  created  by 
the  legislature  of  another  state  woold 
be  enloroed  here.    {Id,) 

S.  The  question  is  not  whether  they  are 
tachnically  regarded  as  contracts,  but, 
even  admitting  that  the  nature  of  the 
liability,  in  certain  cases,  is  equivalent 
to  that  of  a  contract,  it  is  such  a  liabil- 
ity as  the  courta  of  this  state  will  in- 
variably enforce  t  Per  Clabxr,  J- 
{Id.) 

4.  A  written  contract  can  be  reformed 
only  when  the  mistake  is  mutual 
Both  parties  must  understand  it  alike. 
{Lanier  agt.  Fyman,  5  BobL,  147.) 

5.  In  an  action  against  snrities,  to  re- 
cover rent,  the  defendante  alleged  in 
their  answer,  and  proved  that  they  un- 
derstood they  were  to  be  sureties  as 
for  A  rent  of  $900,  and  that  the  gnar- 
anty  was  executed  by  them  under  a 
mistake  of  facts;  but  it  was  not 
averred  in  the  answer,  or  proved,  that 
the  plaintiff  had  the  same  understand- 
ing of  the  agreement;  JTc^that  neither 
the  matter  set  up  in  the  answer,  uor 
the  proof,  wor  sufficient  to  uutliorize  a 
reformation  of  the  contract,  so  as  to 
conform  ii  to  the  understanding  of  the 
defendants.    {Id.) 

6.  In  contracts  for  the  sale  of  goods, 
which  are  capable  of  a  partial  physical 
performance,  a  delivery  and  accept- 
ance of  part  renders  the  contract 
binding  on  both  parties.  Snch  a  deliv- 
ery una  acceptance  brings  the  case  di- 
rectly within  one  of  the  exceptions  of 
the  statute  of  Irauds,  iu  reladou  to 


^  and  it  is  not  alfeetedby 
•ueh  statutes.  {JfhmdlM  agL  Whmkr, 
4  Bobt,,  18.)  ' 

7.  Where  proper^  agreed  to  b»  aeld  m 
destroyed  ^y  fire,  before  the  compla- 
tion  of  a  change  of  posaespion  of  the 
whole,  the  loss  mast  tall  upon  the 
party  who  had  the  title  to  it,  aa  owner, 
at  the  time  of  ita  deatmction.    {Id,) 

8b  If  nothing  remains  to  be  done,  by  the 
vendors,  either  to  asoertsin  the  iden- 
tity of  the  property,  ita  quantity  or 
quality,  or  to  put  it  in  a  condition  to 
be  delivered  according  to  the  termt  of 
the  sale,  it  is  a  complete  sale,  and 
both  title  and  risk  are  transferred  to 
the  purchasers.  A  oomplete  transfer 
of  possession  is  not  necessary.  Hie 
title  passes  without  it  aa  well'aa  with 
it    (id.) 

9.  A  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  eertain 
number  of  Buenoe  Ayrea  dry  hides 
*'  to  arrive  bv  vessel,  or  vessels,  wtthin 
sixty  days  from  date,"  is  not  confined 
to  those  arriving  by  the  vend- 
or's vessels,  onl^jr,  but  indadea  any 
hides  of  the  kind  deecribed  arriv- 
ing within  the  time  limited,  by  any 
vessels.  {FraterBgL  HarbeckyA  IMtt^ 
179.) 

10.  And  the  purchaser,  npon  proving  that 
hides  of  the  description  and  number 
specified  had  arrived  in  vessels  fWNn 
Buenos  Ayres,  within  the  sixty  days, 
and  were'  for  sale  in  open  market  in 
New  York,  is  entitled  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  a  breech  of  the  agreement 
{Td,) 

11.'  An  agreement  by  manufactur««rs  to 
to  commence  the  manufacture  of  a  cer- 
tain quantity  of  the  article  manufac- 
tured by  them,  for  a  i)urchaser,  after  the 
lapse  of  a  specified  time,  such  article  to 
be  of  a  certain  dencription,  and  of  such 
sizes  and  weighta  as  the  purchaser 
shall  by  letter  direct,  and  to  deliver  it 
so  mannfkctured  to  him,  at  a  place  de- 
signated, is  not  an  agreement  for  the 
sale  of  goods  within  the  statute  of 
frauds,  but  is  a  contract  for  work  aira 
labor  to  be  performed  at  a  future  day, 
and  therefore  need  not  he  in  writing. 
{Pareoju  agt.  Loucksy  4  JSobL,2l6. 

12.  Under  the  3d  section  of  the  statnte 
of  frauds,  (2  B.  8.,  150,)  a  note  or 
memorandum  oi  the  sale  of  goods 
of  the  value  of  fifiv  dollars  or  more, 
signed  by  the  seller  only,  is  not 
binding  npon  him.  where  not  signed 
by  the  buyers,  and  no  part  of  the 
property  is  accepted  or  received,  and 
no  part  of  the  pnrchase  money  is  psid. 
(Decision  in  Jvutioe  agt.  Lang,  2  liobt 
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J2.,   333,    applied    and    sanotionod.} 
(Mareui  agt.  Barnard,  4  Bobt,  21U.) 

13.  The  intention  of  the  statute  was, 
that  if  the  contract  waa  in  writing,  both 
partira  sbonld  nabsoiibe  it;  if  no  con- 
tract in  writing,  that  one  party  sboald 
deliver,  and  the  other  not  onl7  accept, 
but  receive,  a  part  of  the  property  sold  ; 


or  that  the  bayer  sbonla  yajy  and  the 
seller  receive,  some  uart  ox  the  par- 
ch am  money,  to  make  the  contract 
effeotoal  btween  the  parties.    {Id.) 

14.  Two  coteraporary  written  nndertak- 
mgs,  signed  oy  the  parties,  by  one 
of  which  the  plaintiffs  promiaed  the 
defendant  to  ^^give  up  '*  a  certain  claim 
hold  by  the  former  against  a  third  per- 
son, npon  the  delivery  by  the  latter, 
of  a  certain  amount  of  a  specified 
kind  of  goods  " us  ver  agreement"  and 
by  ihe  other  the  defendant  promised  to 
deliver  to  the  plaintiffs,  each  goods 
'*  to  tettle  "  such  claim,  are  to  be  oon- 
straed  together,  an  eonstitnting  a  pnr- 
ohtiae  by  the  defendant  of  such  duim, 
and  the  undertaking  signed  by  him  v 
not  to  be  construetl  alone  as  a  promise 
to  pay  the  debt  of  another  within  the 
statute  of  frauds,  and  therefore  void 
as  not  expressing  a  consideration. 
(Meriden  Britannia  Company^  agt. 
Zingsen,  4  BohUy  312.) 

15.  The  agreement  by  the  plaintiff  to 
sell  such  claim,  was  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration for  tiie  defendants  promise 
to  deliver  such  goods,  and  the  delivery 
by  the  latter  of  part  of  the  price 
would  have  made  the  Side  ^ood  within 
the  statute  of  frauds,  without  any 
agreement  in  writing.    [Id.) 

16.  Evidence  that  after  statements  made, 
and  information  commuQicated  by  a 
promisee  in  a  contract^  and  the  compen- 
sation demanded  by  him  therefor  fixed, 
the  promissors  undertook  to  give 
such  compensation,  does  not  sustain 
a  finding  by  a  referee  that  such  prom- 
ise was  made  conditionally  upon  the 
truth  of  snch  statements  and  inform- 
ation, where  the  only  condition  afllxed 
was  that  they  were  "of  value.* 
{Stnmg  agt.  Place,  4  RobU,  385.) 

17.  The  burden  of  proof  lies  upon  a 
party  who  olaimes  tnat  he  was  induced 
to  make  a  contract  on  the  faith  of  cer 
tain  representations,  to  establish  that 
they  were  made.    {Id,) 

18.  A  mere  entry  in  a  book,  by  the  clerk 
of  the  brokers  of  a  vendor,  by  whom 
a  sale  of  chooses  in  action  has  been 
made,  of  such  sale,  although  assented 
to  verbally  by  the  buyers  as  correct, 
U  not  a  sufficient  reduction  of  the  con- 
tract to  wiitingi  or  written  memorun- 


dum,  or  note  thereof  signed  by  the 
parties,  within  the  statute  of  frauds. 
{Johnton  agt.  Mulry,  4  BohU,  401.) 

19.  The  necessity  of  having  a  contract 
for  tlie  sale  of  shares  of  stock  reduced 
to  writing,  within  the  statute  of  frauds, 
is  not  dispensed  with  by  t^«9  statute 
which  provides  that  no  such  contract 
shall  be  void  or  voidable  by  reason  of 
a  want  of  considemtiuu,  or  the  non- 
payment of  a  couHideration,  or  the 
non-possession  or  ownership  by  the 
vendor,  at  the  time  of  making  snch 
contract  of  the  certificate  vt  other  ev- 
idence of  such  shares.  (iV.  T,  Sess. 
Law,  1858,  ch,  134.)    {Id.) 

JJO.  The  time  of  ver/ormance  of  the  work 
stated  in  a  bunding  contract  in  writing, 
under  seal,  mav  be  extended  or  waived 
by  parol.  Ana  snch  extenRion  or  wsi- 
ver  need  not  be  established  by  positive 
testimony ;  it  may  be  inferred  from  cir- 
cumstances. {Median  agt.  WiUiaau, 
ante,  73.) 

21.  Where  a  letter  and  an  indorseraetit 
upon  its  back  evidence  a  perfect  con- 
tract, its  terms  cannot  be  varied  or  con- 
tradicted by  pai-ol pi-oof .  {Malloiy  HgL 
Tioga  Haiiroad  Co.,  ante,  im.) 

23.  Until  breach,  a  contract  under  seal 
cannot  be  discharged  or  even  modified 
by  parol.    {Kuhn  agt.  Stevene,  ante, 

23.  In  the  case  of  a  contract  for  the  deliv- 
ery of  a  quantity  of  cord  wood,  in  which 
the  puny  engaging  to  deliver  reserved 
until  February  1st,  1867,  for  perform- 
ance ;  until  such  date  the  contract  is 
still  unexecuted  and  upon  it  no  right 
of  action  arises  for  non-  delivery  until 
the  time  stipulated  for  arrives.  A  sub- 
sequent parol  agreement  made  in  No- 
vember, J  8(>6,  and  before  there  has  been 
a  failure  to  p^erforra  under  the  first  con- 
tract, though  fully  executed,  cannot 
discharge  the  first  agreement.  Evi- 
dence (^  such  subsequent  patol  agree- 
ment is  inadmissible  nnder  the  cave 
stated,  to  discharge  the  first  agreement. 
{Id.) 

24.  Upon  a  contract  bearing  date  May 
28th.  1857,  which  in  terms,  reqnired  tflie 
plaintiff's  assignors  to  bnild  and  place 
on  hoard  a  steamboat  to  be  furnished 
by  the  defdndants,  two  steam  enginfa 
of  the  description  specified,  forthcprii^o 
of  $8,000,  and  to  nave  the  same  com- 
pletea  ready  for  steam  on  or  before  i5fh 
Octol>er  next,  nnder  a  forfeiture  of  one 
hundred  dollars  per  day  for  each  and 
every  day  after  the  alcove  date,  until 
the  same'  is  completed  as  above,  "  the 
referee  found  that  the  work  so  riareod 
to  be  done,  was  not  compleied  until  a- 


676 


NEW  lOEK  PBACTICE  fUSPOBTS. 


Digest. 


boat  the  middle  of  February,  120  davs 
after  ibe  day  mentioned  for  its  compfe- 
tiou,  yet  he  did  not  allow  the  $100  per 
day.    In  this  there  was  no  error,  for 

85.  Itt.  The  contract  declares  this  provi' 
sion  to  be  a  '*  forfeiture."  It  must  then 
be  so  construed  and  the  parties  be 
deemed  to  have  so  intended,  unless  the 
agreement  plainly  indicates  the  contra* 
ry.  {Per  Woodkuff,  J.)  (ColtoeU 
agt  Foulkit  ohU,  306.) 

26.  9d.  The  affreement  in  this  case  does 
.  not  clearly  indicate  the  contrary;  the 
forfeit  or  penal tv.  as  snch,  was  appro- 
priate to  compt;!  the  plnintlS  's  assign- 
ors to  supply  or  remedy  the  slightest 
deficiency,  but  by  no  means  indicated 
that  a  slight  defect  easily  and  at  small 
expense  supplied,  was  to  be  compensa- 
ted, and  more  than  compensated  at  $100 
per  day.    (PctWoodbuff,  •/;)    (Id.) 

S7.  7th.  It  is  not  competent  to  explain* 
rary  or  alter  the  enect  of  a  written 
agreement  by  parol  evidence.  Nor  is 
it  competent  with  such  a  view  to  -in- 
quire into  prior  or  contemporaneous 
negotiations  of  the  parties.    \ld.) 

2S8.  There  are  two  descriptions  of  lawful 
money  in  circnlntion  In  the  United 
Btates,  both  sanctioned  bv  the  law  and 
both  a  legal  tender.  (Broruon  agt. 
JMet^  oate,  365.) 

29.  Where  eontracts  for  payment  pro- 
vide that  it  sliall  be  paid  in  coin,  the 
judgment  should  be  for  snoh  descrip- 
tion of  money  according  to  the  intent 
of  the  parlies ;  but  where  no  description 
of  money  is  named  in  the  contrnct,  jndz- 
ment  should  be  entered  generally  with- 
out specification.  (Rteerting  the  judo- 
meni  of  tht  N.  T.  Court  o/AppeaUtn. 
this  coje-34  iT.  T.  JR.  649.)    (id.) 

30.  The  deeision  of  the  court  in  this  case 
is  published  anUpagt^GSt]  since  t^en 
we  have  received,  through  the  polite- 
ness of  Mr.  Townsend,  counsel  for 
plaintiff  in  error,  official  copies  of  the 
vptnioru  of  the  court,  delivered  in  the 
ease,  which  we  publish  .below.  {Id. 
444.) 

COPTBIGBrr. 

1.  In  consonance  with  the  principles  laid 
down  by  Lord  Lyndhuhst  {D  At- 
maim  agi  Bnofry,  1  Younge  dt  CoUyer'i 
SxcK  R.  283;,  the  plaintiff  is  as  much 
entitled  to  protection  in  reepect  of  a 
substantial  uud  material  original  part 
ofhu«  "railroad  i«cene,**  as  he  is  in  re- 
spect of  the  whole.  All  that  is  sub- 
stantial and  material  in  plaintifl^  rail- 
road  scene  liaa  been  afipropriuted  by 
Boucicault;   and  the  nulroad  scene  in 


I  Bondcault's  play,  is  undoubtedly,  wlien 
acted  on  a  public  stage,  an  infrSuge- 
ment  of  the  copyright  of  ihe  pUiniiS 
in  his  play.  {Dalw  agt.  JRoiaur,  wUt, 
206.) 

3.  The  author  of  an  unpublished  manu- 
script hiis  at  common  law  an  exclusive 
right  of  property  therein,  the  violation 
of  which  may  be  jnstly  protected  by  in- 
function.    {Palmer  agt.  Ihwitt,  anU, 

3.  But  this  exclusive  right  peftaans  only 
to  the  unpublished  manuscript,  witH- 
out  copyright  protection.  After  unre- 
stricted publication  to  the  world,  nei- 
ther the  author  nor  his  assignee,  wheth* 
er  a  foreign  or  domestic  writer,  can 
assert  an  exclusive  right  to  property 
in  the  future  use  and  publication  of  the 
compositioiL    {Id.) 

I.  Unrestricted  representation  upon  the 
stage  is  a  publication ;  and  if  speou- 
tors  carry  away  in  their  memory  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  play,  they  can- 
not be  restrained  by  injunction  from 
printing  it    {Id,) 

5.  The  production  of  an  arrangement 
of  words,  whether  by  writing,  speech 
or  printing,  in  any  language,  so  as  to 
convey  some  special  ideas  or  thoughts, 
called  a  **  literary  composition,  "  gives 
to  the  producer  of  it  an  exelnaive  right 
to  its  enjoyment  and  use.  ontil  parted 
with  to  others  or  abandoned  to  the 
public.(JrsnM  agt  Clarhe,  5  BoU  38.) 

CCRPOEATION. 

1.  A  corporation  (railroad)  can  act  only 
bv  and  through  its  officers  and  agents. 
ilenee  the  acts  of  such  oflleers  and  a 

Sents,  performed  within  the  scope  of 
leir  general  official  duties,  are  oind- 
ingupon  the  corporation.  {SaUJStm 
York  and  Jiseiaica  Baitroad  Co.  agt 
Li^hXhaUL,  ante,  481.) 

2.  Receiving  payment  of  nAimpfiiMu  to 
xU  capital  ttoatj  is  no  more  out  of  the 
line  of  the  pretidenfs  dnty,  than  receiv- 
ing payment  for  any  other  debt    {Id.) 

3.  Therefore,  where  the  president  of  the 
corporation  receives  payment  of  the 
subscriptions,  to  its  capital  stock  in  any- 
thing other  than  money^  his  act  is  bind 
ing  upon  the  corporauon,  unless  the 
corporation  itseli  is  incapable  of  re- 
ceiving payment  in  that  way ;  and  this 
is  so,  notwithstanding   the  authority 

given  to  the  preaident  majr  have  been 
mited  in  terms,  to  collections  in  mon- 
ey only.    (Id.) 

4.  Every  corporation  has,  besides  the 
powers  expressly  conferred  by  its  char- 
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ter,  eertoin  common  law  powers,  which 
may  be  exercised  in  fannerance  of  the 
porpoBee  of  the  corporation.    {Id.) 

5i  The  plaintiff  in  this  ease  having  no 
limitation  in  its  charter  to  the  oraina- 
ry  implied  powers  of  all  corporations, 
nor  any  provision  which,  either  in  ex- 
press terms  or  by  necessary  implica- 
tion, defines  the  toiug  which  the  plain- 
tiff shall  receive  in  payment  for  debts 
dae  to  the  corporation,  the  receipt  by 
their  president  of  coal  stock  of  another 
corporation,  in  payment  for  the  defen- 
dant's subscription  to  the  capital  stock 
of  the  plaintiff,  was  the  receipt  thereof 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  cannot  now  be  re- 
jected for  want  of  aathority. '  {Id,) 

COSTS. 

1.  The  only  actions  to  which  the  statnte 
giving  doable  costs,  (2  R.  S.  617  (  24, 
subd.  i.)  applies,  are  those  brought  for 
some  act  done  by  ^n  officer,  by  virtue 
of  his  office,  or  for  the  omission  by 
him  to  do  some  act  which  it  waa  his 
official  duty  to  perform.  {Stewart  agt. 
Schultz,  50  BaA.,  192.) 

3.  A  ease  in  which  the  plaintiff  does  not 
seek  to  recover  damages,  nor  ask  for 
relief  either  by  reason  of  acts  done  or 
omitted,  but  seeks  to  prevent  certain 

.  official  action  contemplated  by  the  de- 
fendants, is  not  within  the  statute. 
{Id.) 

3.  The  statute,  when  adopted,  applied 
exclusively  to  actions  and  proceeding 
in  courts  of  law,  and  not  to  suits  in 
chancery ;  and  is  not  now  applicable 
to  actions  of  purely  equitable  cognis- 
ance.   {Id.) 

4.  The  statute  giving  doable  costs  to 

Sablio  officers  when  sued  for  tax  act 
one  by  sach  officers,  or  for  an  omi»- 
sion  to  do  any  act  which  it  was  their 
official  duty  to  perform,  was  not  in- 
tended to  apply  to  iHiit  in  wuiUf, 
{Davit  agt.  Coo}^,  50  Barb.,  Z76,) 

5.  A  suit  in  equity  to  restrain  i>abllc 
officers  from  doing  certain  acts  ia  not 
within  the  statute ;  and  if  the  com- 
plaint is  dismiseed  with  costs,  the  de- 
feudants  are  not  entitled  to  double 
costs.    {Id.) 

&  Where  a  plaintiff  recovers  a  verdict 
Ugaiust  the  board  of  supervisors  of  the 
county,  for  damages  caused  by  the 
destruction  of  his  property  by  a  riot 
or  mob,  he  may  have  his  costs  adjusted, 
on  entering  Judgment,  without  having 
presented  his  claim  for  payment  to  the 
chief  fiscal  officer  of  the  county  before 
'the    commencement   of   the    action 
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{McClure  agt  Board  of  Supervisors, 
dbc.,  50  Barb.,  594.) 

7.  A  sum  of  $200  yearly  for  eleven  year, 
held  not  an  unreasonable  addition  lo 
the  compensation  of  the  defendant,  for 
services  as  attorney  and  counsel  for 
the  plainiiffiB,  for  his  almost  daily  ser- 
vices during  the  greater  portion  ot  each 
of  those  years,  in  taking  charge  of 
lands  bought  by  them  under  the  fore- 
closure of  mortgages  held  by  them, 
and  in  frequent  interviews  and  con- 
sultations with  their  officers  and  in 
travelling  upon  business  connected 
with  such  agency,  {Farmers'  Loan 
and  Trust  Cotnpany  agt  Mann,,  4  Bobt., 
356. 

8.  In  an  action  of  an  equitable  nature, 
whepe  the  entire  question  of  costs  will 
be  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
may  be  adjudged  upon  the  final  hear- 
ing, no  directions  as  to  costs  ought  to 
be  made  by  the  ^neral  term,  on 
awarding  a  new  tnul,  because  oijhe 


insufficiency  of  the  evidence. 
nel  agt.  WUson,  4  Mobt.,  610.) 


{Pen- 


9.  There  is  no  provi0ion  of  law  for  over 
five  term  fees,  in  any  action.  Conse- 
quentlv,  an  extra  term  fee.  after  the 
cause  nas  been  on  the  calonaar  for  five 
terms,  and  after  it  has  been  once  tried, 
although  set  down  by  the  judge  for 
another  trial,  at  the  next  term,  cannot 
be  allowed  for  such  term.  Hamilton 
agt  Butler,  4  Bobt.,  654.) 

10.  Where  a  canse  has  been  three  tiroes 
tried,  copied  of  notes  taken  by  the 
stenographer  on  the  first  two  trials 
cannot  be  allowed. "  Though  very  use- 
ful, they  are  not  necessary  disonme- 
ments  under  $  311  of  the  Code.    {Id.) 

11.  The  provision  of  the  Ck)de,  <$  307, 
guhd,  3,J  allowing  $25  for  all  proceed- 
ings before  anew  trial,  only  applies  to 
cases  where  a  new  trial  has  been 
aranUd ;  not  to  those  where  a  trial 
nas  never  been  completed,  as  where 
the  jury  disagree,  or  are  discharged 
without  rendering  a  verdict     {Id.) 

12.  The  item  of  $30  for  trial  fee,  on  an 
issue  of  fact,  is  properly  allowed  for 
every  time  the  cause  is  tried,  whether 
the  jury  agree  or  not    {Id. ) 

13.  Where,  in  an  action  brought  by  a 
receiver  appointed  in  supplementary 
proceedings,  to  set  aiiide  a  conveyance 
of  I'eal  esiaie  made  by  the  judgment 
debtor,  to  a  third  person,  the  defendant 
succeeds  on  the  trial,  the  judgment 
creditors  of  the  debtor,  i^ho  are  not 
parties  lo  the  action,  and  took  no  part 
in  its  prosecution,  are  not  liable  for  the 
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eoiff  of  sacb  action.  ICutUr  ugL  BeiUy, 
5  Bobt,  637.) 

14.  The  law  making  partiea  in  interest 
liable  for  cocU  was  not  intended  to  ap- 
ply to  notions  brooffht  in  the  name  of 
sberiflb,  receivers,  derks  or  other  offi- 
cers of  the  ooort ;  altboogb  third  par- 
ties might  be  interested  in  the  recov- 
ery :  unless  the  action  was  bronght  on 
the  sole  snggestion  and  nrgenoj  of 
snch  imrties,  snd  was  virtnall^  con- 
dacted  by  them;  especially  if  the 
action  be*  brought  by  direction  of  a 
oonrt.    iJd.) 

15.  Ajb  the  law  now  itandsi  a  plaindff 
not  suing  en  autre  drotl,  cannot  be  per- 
mitted to  discontinue  without  costs; 
whether  the  action  be  one  at  law,  or 
in  equity.  (Ptnnelt  agt  IfUsoa,  5 
RobL,  661.) 

16.  The  provisions  of  the  Bevised  Stat- 
utes, restraining  a  court  of  equity  from 
permitting  a  bill  to  be  dismissed  with- 
out costs,  are  not  reoealed  by  section 
306  of  the  Code,  declaring  that,  at  all 
stages  of  the  action,  costs  may  be  al- 
lowed, or  not,  in  the  disoretion  of  the 
court.  The  Code  has  not  changed 
the  former  rules  bearing  on  this  sab- 
jeet    {Id,) 

17.  Where  a  new  trial  is  ordered,  on  ap- 
peal, the  clerk  cannot  tax  ooets  of  the 
appeal,  unless  the  order  of  the  court 
coutains  a  direction  authorising  it 
rPeiiiM^agt  ITtZioa,  5  SobL,  674./ 

18.  Under  an  order  allowing  costs  of  op- 
posing a  motion,  $10  is  taxable.    {la.) 

19.  An  appeal  from  an  order  allowing 
the  plamtiif  to  discontinue  without 
costs,  may  be  regarded  as  a  motion,  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  the  ooets, 
which  are  $10,  and  the  ooot.  of  print- 
ing.   {Id.) 

*20.  On  the  taxation  of  costs  in  the  ab- 
sence of  positive  evidence  that  a  par 
ticular  witness  was  not  necessary, 
proof  that  at  every  trial  he  was  actu- 
ally sworn  and  examined,  and  the  oath 
of  the  party  that  he  was  necessary, 
are  sufficient  prima  fmt  to  establish 
that  he  was  so.  (  Wkaekr  b^  Bmk- 
maa,  5  i2b6^.,  702.; 

SI.  If  a  witness  attends,  either  by  virtoe 
of  a  subpoBnaj  or  upon  a  special  re- 

.  quest,  a  habiliiy  to  pay  his  legal  fees 
Attaches,  which,  if  ne  was  necessary, 
will  enutie  the  party  for  whom  he  at- 
tended to  have  their  amount  taxed  in 
his  bill    {Id.) 

22.  Astatenftnt  in  an  affidavit,  thdt  a 
witness,  "in  the  pursuance  of  a  snb- 
pcena  for  that  purpose  attended  this 


court  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiiT,**  in 
certain  months  designaterl  therein,  and 
**  that  the  distance  from  his  residence 
to  "the  place  of  trial  by  the  usual 
route  which  he  traveled  for  the  par- 
pose  of  attending  this  court  as  a  wit- 
ness as  aforesaid  **  waa  a  certain  nmn- 
ber  of  miles ;  is  to  be  oonRtmed  as 
meaning  that  the  witness  attended  in 
each  oi  the  months  specified,  in  pur- 
suance of  a  separate  subpoena  for  that 
occasion.    {Id.) 

23.  In  an  action  for  unliquidated  dam- 
ages for  a  tort  it  is  not  error  for  the 
judge  to  instruct  the  Jury  as  to  the 
amount  necessarv  to  be  i«coTered  in 
order  to  entitle  tlie  plaintiff  to  oosts. 
<  Warn  agt  DUUnhtek,  4  Abb.  If.  A, 

24.  The  settled  rule  of  the  eonrts,  to  al- 
low to  trustees  only  the  same  eomnis- 
sions  as  the  statute  allow*  to  executors 
and  guardians  fur  similar  services,  is 
not  applicable  to  receivers  appointed 
by  the  court  in  actions  pending  there- 
in. So  heldf  of  a  receiver  appointed 
to  receive  and  apply  renu  pending  a 
controversy  arising  on  the  probate  of 
a  will  (Garduur  agt  Tyler,  4  Abb. 
If.  A,  463.; 

25.  The  receiver  being  an  officer  of  the 
court,  the  court  appointing  him  has 
authority  to  determine  the  rate  of  his 
compensation,  which  may  be  fixed  in 
reference  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.    {Id.) 

26.  Where  the  natiee  of  appeal  from  a  Jus- 
tice's iudgment  stated,  as  the  only  spe- 
cification contained  in  it,  that  the  'Mndg^ 
ment  is  excessive,  and  should  not  have 
exceeded  $10  in  any  event,"  h$ld,  ineuf- 
fident  to  entitle  the  appellant  to  costs 
on  redaction  of  the  justice's  judgment 
in  the  county  court  {BotaJtiei  agt 
Banki,  ante,  61.) 

27.  Loan  eommimofiertf  of  the  United 
States  deposit  fund,  are  restricted  to  the 
feee  and  aisbureemenU  prescribed  bv  the 
act  itself.  {Committioiurt,  Ae.  of  UUtitr 
Co.  agt  Van  Demark,  anie,  145.) 

28.  They  cannot  be  allowed  eottt  to  he 
taxed,  under  the  Revised  Statutes  for 
the  services  ot  an  attorney  in  conduct- 
ing the  foreclosure  and  sale  of  a  mort- 
gage given  to  them  as  snch  oommisiiiuu- 


COUNTER-CLAIM. 

1.  Where  a  counterclaim  set  np a  de- 
mand against  the  plaintiff  which,  if 
true,  would  have  entitied  the  defen- 
dant to  a  Judgment,  and  the  plamtiif 
put  in  a  supplemental  reply  setting  u^ 
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payment  of  aach  demand  sinee  Uie 
service  of  the  answer  and  the  flnt  re- 
ply ;  Seld,  that  this  occnrrence  bavinff 
arisen  since  the  previous  reply,  ana 
conBtitatinjB[  a  complete  answer  to  the 
counter-claim,  it  was  properly  the  sob- 
ject  of  a  supplemental  reply.  (Ormt' 
bee  agt.  Brown,  50  Barb.,  436. 

2.  Where  a  defendant  has  set  np  in  his 
answer  eonnter  cJainAs  aigfainst  the 
plaintiif,  and  on  the  trial  the  complaint 
IS  dismissed,  on  his  motion,  the  plain- 
tiif having  excepted  to  such  disnussal, 
has  a  right  to  insist  that  such  coanter- 
claims  shall  be  passed  upon  by  the 
Jury  in  the  action,  and  that  the  defen- 
dant, after  having  made  the  issue, 
shidl  not  be  allowed  to  withdraw  it, 
so  as  to  reserve  the  right  of  bringing 
a  new  action  for  the  same  cause,  (^t^ 
for  agt.  Freebon^  4  Bobt,  C^  ' 


COURT   OF   OTEB  AND   TEE- 
HINEB. 

1.  A  power  to  adjourn,  imports  a  power 
to  put  off  the  holding  of  the  court  to 
another  time  or  place.  The  only  re- 
striction on  the  power  is  that  the  place 
be  one  designated  by  statute.  (JPtop& 
agt  JTorthrup,  50  Barb,,  147. 

2.  Taking  into  view  the  whole  of  sec- 
tion 24  of  the  Code,  it  is  apparent  that 
the  legislature  intended  to  leave  the 
law,  regulating  the  places  of  holding 
courts,  as  it  stood  at  the  time  of  the 
time  of  the  passage  of  the  Code.  (Id,) 

COVENANT. 

1.  The  acceptance,  by  the  grantee,  of  a 
convejrance  containing  a  covenant  by 
him,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  as  to  the 
manner  of  buildinff  upon,  or  using,  the 
premises  conveyed,  is  equivalent  to  an 
express  agreement  on  his  part,  to  per- 
form the  covenant;  and  the  obligation 
affects  the  title  of  his  grantees.  {At- 
lantic Bock  Co.,  agt  LeaviU,  50  Barb., 

2.  Under  »i  ab«<o]ute  covenant  under 
seal,  by  the  owner  of  a  vessel,  to  pay 
the  master  thereof,  as  a  compensation 
for  taking  charge  of  such  vessel  as 
such  master,  on  a  voyage  from  New 
York  to  Australia  and  back,  a  certain 
sum  "  per  month  for  each  and  every 
mouth,"  without  any  condition  that 
such  payment  suould  depend  upon  the 
completion  of  the  voyage,  or  toe  ves- 
sel's ability  to  perform  it;  iTeW,  that 
the  failure  of  the  owner  to  have  the 
vessel  properly  fitted  for  the  voyage, 
by  which  such  voyage  was  defeated, 
or  any  subsequent  occurrence  beyond 


the  master's  control,  which  broke  it 
np,  would  excuse  him  from  performing 
it,  and  not  impair  his  right  to  compen- 
Botion  during  his  actual  service  as 
master  of  such  vessel  (Jenkins  agt. 
WhMUr,ABobt„  575.) 

3.  If.  m  such  a  case,  there  is  no  qualifi- 
cation in  the  covenant  of  tlie  owner's 
liability,  so  as  to  make  it  depend  upon 
the  earning  of  freight  by  the  vessel, 
the  failure  to  earn  it  will  not  deprive 
the  master  of  compensation.    {Id.) 

4,  A  bond,  executed,  in  consideration  of 
$350,  requiring  the  obligor  to  use  and 
appropriate  that  sum  for  the  benefit  of 
the  wife  of  the  obligee  (the  husband 
and  wife  having  entered  into  articles  of 
separation  from  bed  and  board),  and  in 
consideration  of  the  premises  the  obli- 
gor agreed  to  keep  and  maintain  and 
forever  snpport  the  said  wife :  said  bond 
being  conditioned,  that  the  obligor 
should  from  time  to  time,  use  and  ap- 
ply the  money  for  the  benefit,  and  sup- 
port and  maintenance  of  said  wife,  as 
the  same  should  be  necessary;  and 
should  keep  and  save  said  obligee  for- 
ever  harmless  on  account  of  the  snpport 
and  maintenance  of  said  wife,  and  save 
and  prevent  said  obligee  from  any  li»> 
bility  for  the  support  and  maintenance 
of  said  wife,  without  fraud,  &c. :  Seld, 
that  the  obligee  could  maintain  an  ac- 
tion for  a  breach  of  that  condition  of 
the  bond  which  required  the  obligor, 
from  time  to  time,  to  use  and  apply 
the  $350,  *'  for  the  benefit  and  snpport 
and  maintenance  of  said  wife,  as  the 
same  should  be  necessary,'*  althouffh 
the  latter  condition  which  orovided  for 
keeping  and  saving  the  obligee  harm- 
less on  account  of  such  snpport  and 
maintenance,  &c.,  bad  not  oeen  bro- 
ken.   {Schmre  agt  Kai$er,  a%U,  198.) 

CBIMINAL  LAW. 

1.  On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  against 
a  husband  for  administering  poison  to 
his  wife,  with  intent  to  kill  her,  the 
wife  may  be  admitted  as  a  witness  for 
the  prosecution.  And  being  a  compe- 
tent witness,  there  is  no  rule  by  which 
any  part  of  her  testimony  should  be 
excluded.  (People  agt  Iforthrup,  50 
Barb.,  147.) 

2.  The  fbct  that  upon  a  former  trial  for 
murder  the  jury  disagreed,  is  not,  of 
itself,  a  controUing  reason  for  admit- 
ting the  prisoner  to  bail  pending  a 
second  tnaL  {Cole'i  Case,  4  Abb., 
280.) 

3^  Where,  on  a  first  trial  for  murder,  the 
jury  disaffreed,  but  there  was  no  neg- 
lect or  delay  on  the  part  of  the  prose- 
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ention,  in  moving  a  second  tnal,  and 
no  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  pris- 
oner was  unable  to  bear  the  conftne- 
ment,  and  the  proofis  against  him  upon 
the  principal  charge  were  of  a  grave 
characier;  Held,  that  an  application 
to  diBcharge  him  on  bail  until  the 
second  trial  should  be  denied.    {Id,) 

DAMAGES. 

1.  The  parties  to  an  agreement  agreed 
to  do  certain  acts*  and  in  case  of  a  de- 
fault by  either  they  "  fixed  and  agreed 
upon  as  the  liquidated  amonntof  dam- 
ages" to  be  paid  bv  the  defanlting 
party,  the  sum  of  $5,000.  Held,  that 
the  parties  having  agreed  to  fix  the 
damages,  in  language  clear  and  ex- 
plicit, the  amount  so  fixed  was  to  be 
treated  by  the  court  as  the  true  dam- 
age, and  not  as  a  penalty.  {L^ffffeU 
agt.  Mutual  Insurance  Company  of 
New  York,  50  Barb.,  6\e,) 

2.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  a 
personal  injury,  the  damages  are  not 
to  be  estimated  by,  or  proportioned  to, 
the  wealth  of  the  defendant  Indi- 
rect proof  of  the  defendant's  wealth 
is  just  as  inadmissible  as  direct  proof 
and  for  the  same  reason.  (Moody  agt. 
Osgood,  50  Barb.,  628.) 

3.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  value  of 
goods  sold  to  a  third  person  upon  the 
false  representations  of  the  defendant 
as  to  such  third  person's  solvency,  the 
damages  must  be  estimated  bv  the 
value  of  the  goods  when  sold.  If  the 
price  was  payable  in  frtincs,  at  a  pe- 
riod when  gold  was  the  only  legal 
tender,  the  value  of  the  franc  in  gold 
at  that  time  is  to  be  the  measare  of 
damages.  {Von  Bruck  agt  Peyser,  4 
Bobt.,  514.) 

4.  Where,  bv  the  terms  of  an  agreement 
between  the  parties  to  the  action,  no 
other  act  is  required  to  be  performed 
by  one  of  them,  (the  plrintiff;)  than  the 
payment  of  money,  a  clause  therein, 
binding  either  pnrty  to  pay  to  the  other, 
in  case  of  a  failure  to  perform  any  of 
his  covenant*,  a  specified  sum  as  liqui- 
dated damages,  being  onlv  capable  of 
being  construed  as  ApenaUy  aa  to  that 
one.  cannot  be  construed  diflerently  as 
to  the  others.  {Ward  agt.  Jewett,  4 
S^ibt,  714.) 

DEBTOR  &  CEEDITOB. 

1.  Ordinarily,  a  creditor  of  the  estate  of 

'  a  deceasea  person  cannot  maintain  an 

action   against   a  fraudulent  vendee 

of  the  latter  to  impeach  the  sale  of 

personal  property,  unless  the  executor 


or  administrator  shonld  collnde  with 
the  fraudulent  vendee,  or,  after  reason- 
able request,  refuse  to  take  proceed- 
ings to  impeach  the  title  and  reofch  the 
property  m  his  hands.  {Phelps  agt. 
Piatt,  50  Basb,,  430.) 

2.  But  this  rule,  generally,  applies  only 
to  personal  pro{>erty,  over  whieh  the 
executor  or  administrator  has  exclu- 
sive oontrol.    (Id.) 

3.  In  respect  to  recU  estate,  the  law  hav- 
having  designated  no  person,  espe- 
cially, to  vindicate  the  rights  of  those 
who  have  been  injured  by  the  f^nd,  a 
creditor  can  maintain  an  action  against 
the  grantee  of  his  debtor,  to  set  aside 
and  alleged  frauduiant  deed.    {Id,) 

4.  Whatever  may  be  the  effect  of  a  vol- 
untary conveyance  as  regards  creditors 
of  the  grantor  at  the  time  the  con- 
veyance was  made,  it  is  not  void  as  to 
subsequent  creditors,  unless  made  with 
an  octuoZ  intent  to  defraud  them. 
Mere  want  of  consideration  is  not  of 
itself  sufilcient  evidence  of  sneh  fraud- 
ulent intent.  {Loeschigk  agt  ffat/Uld, 
5  BobL,  26.) 

5.  The  burden  of  proving  actual  fraud 
in  a  conveyance  by  a  debtor  alwavs 
rests  with  the  assailing  creditor,  (io.) 

6.  Although  a  mere  agreement,  by  a 
creditor,  to  accept  a  leas  sum  of  money? 
in  satisfaction  of  a  larger  amount 
claimed,  is  not  a  bar  to  the  recovery 
of  tbe  remainder,  yet.  where  a  debtor 
agreed  to  deliver,  and  the  creditor  to 
receive  a  certain  quantity  of  goods, 
of  a  certain  value,  ($400,)  as  payment 
of  his  claim,  and  did  receive  them,  it 
was  held  to  be  a  satisfaction  of  the 
claim.  (Qaffney  agt.  Chapman,  4 
iJoftt,  275.) 

DEED. 

1.  Where  a  deed  executed  by  the  grantor 
to  his  brother,  was  given  in  contrtn- 
templation  of  an  arraug^ement  which 
was  afterwards  voluntarily  abandoned 
by  the  parties,  but  being  left  with  the 
grantors  counsel,  was,  without  ever 
having  been  delivered,  or  any  consid- 
eration paid,  put  on  record  by  him  by 
mistake,  and  the  widow  and  heirs  of 
the  grantee,  after  his  death,  insisted 
that  the  deed  was  valid,  and  claimed 
to  hold  the  premises  under  and  by  vir- 
tue thereof;  Held  that  such  claim  was 
most  inequitable,  and  the  deed  was 
declared  null  and  void,  and  an  entrr 
directed  to  be  made  noon  the  record, 
stating  that  such  deed  was  annulled 
by  the  judgment  of  the  court.  (B^s- 
sell  B^BusieU,  50  Barb  ,  445.) 
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2.  A  comptroller's  deed,  on  a  sale  of  land 
for  taxes,  if  eonelnsive  evidence  of 
regularity,  is  only  so  as  to  the  sale  it- 
self and  not  as  to  the  prior  proceed- 
ings ;  and  still  less  can  it  be  in  respect 
to  those  steps  which  are  snhsequent  to 
the  sale,  and  on  which  it  is  claimed 
that  its  validity  depends.  (Bunner  Agt 
I^attman,  50  ^arb.,  63&.) 

3.  Were,  from  the  description  of  the 
premises,  in  a  deed,  it  is  manifest  that 
the  parties  intended  to  limit  and  re- 
strict their  boandary  to  the  line  of  the 
side  of  a  highway  or  street,  no  part 
of  the  highway  or  street  passes.  (-!»- 
derton  AgL  James,  4  BobLf  35.) 

DEFENSE. 

1.  Ajadgment  creditor  of  the  mortgagor, 
made  a  party  defendant  in  a  foreciosare 
suit,  set  up  m  his  answer,  as  a  defense, 
and  offered  to  prove,  on  the  trial,  that 
the  plaintiff,  wno  was  the  mort^gee, 
aflar  the  execution  and  recording  of 
the  mortgage,  and  after  the  junior  Uens 
in  favor  of  such  defendant  had  at- 
tached^ well  knowing  the  premises, 
arid  with  intent  to  defraud  such  defen- 
dant, and  the  creditors  of  the  mortga- 
gors, moved  a  dwelling  house,  worth 
fSOO,  from  the  mort^ged  premises, 
which  consisted  of  only  an  acre  of  land, 
and  converted  the  same  to  his  own  nse; 
thus  diminishing  the  value  of  the  mort- 
gag^ed  premises  $1000,  and  leaving 
their  value  insnfBcient  to  pay  the 
amount  due  on  the  mortgage.  Bild^ 
that  these  facts  were  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, and,  if  proved,  would  have 
constituted  a  good  defense.  IStidtnev 
agt.  JSlair,  50  Barb.,  341.) 

S.  A  pleading  which  sets  up  mere  partial 
intoxicauon  or  weakness  of  mind  at 
the  time  of  executing  an  instrument, 
in  order  to  avoid  its  obligations,  is  not 
sufficient  unless  some  circumstances  of 
frand^  or  undue  influence  are  added. 
The  intoxication  must  be  so  complete 
as  to  deprive  the  party  of  the  nse  of 
his  reason,  or  the  mental  inffirmity  must 
amount  to  senile  demency,  to  consti- 
tute by  themselves  a  defensa  (Burnt 
agt.  O'Bourht,  5  Bobt,  649.) 

8.  In  an  action  against  a  commission 
merchant  for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  propertjr  received  from  the  plaintiffs, 
the  defendant  cannot  set  np  as  a  defense, 
that  the  shipment  of  the  property  was 
made  in  the  name  of  the  plaintms  by 
mistake ;  that  it  should  have  been  ship- 

din  the  name  of  third  persons  who 
made  advances  to  the  plaintiffs  for 
a  portion  of  the  property ;  and  by  the 
arrangements   between  the   plamtiti's 


and  such  third  persons,  the  property 
was  to  be  shipped  in  the  name  or  the 
latter,  and  to  be  sold  on  their  acoounk 
{Aubretf  agt  FUke,  anU,  279.) 

4.  Such  allegations  are  irrelevant,  and 
are  properly  stricken  out  as  such.  It  is 
a  proposition  to  liti^te  as  a  volunteer, 
a  supposed  claim  of  third  persons,  who 
are  not  parties  to  the  suit    {Id.) 

DEMURRER. 

1.  Where  several  causes  of  action  are 
such  as  may  be  united  in  the  complaint, 
a  demtirrer  will  not  lie  bccnnse  they 
areno<  separately  stated,  [Bass  agt. 
Comstockj  ante,  382.)  , 

2.  A  demurrer  to  a  complaint,  which  al 
leges  and  charges  libelous  matter,  on 
the  ground  that  the  complaint  does  not 
Slate  Ikcts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action,  admits  the  words  of  the  libel 
to  be  wholly  false  and  untrue ;  and  if 
the  defendant  relies  npon  the  libelous 
matter  being  privile^j  as  material  to 
the  issue  pending  m  judicial  procee- 
dings stated  in  the  complaint  the  de- 
murrer must  fidl,  unless  the  defendant 
can  show  the  tMierialUy  of  the  libel- 
ous words  from  the  complaint,  outside 
of,  and  irrespective  of  such  libelous 
words  alleged  therein,  as  such  words 
are  admitted  by  the  demurrer  to  be 
folse.    ( Marsh  9i^Els¥mih,aiUefi(SSl.) 

DEPOSITION. 

1.  The  affidavit  or  deposition  taken  on 
examination,  to  be  used  upon  a  motion, 
as  contemplated  by  the  last  subdivision 
of  section  401  of  the  Code,  was  de- 
signed as  a  substitute  for,  and  to  take 
the  place  of,  and  accomplish  the 
same  effect  as  a  voluntary  affidavit 
would  have  done  when  read  npon  a 
motion,  had  the  person  so  examined 
made  such  affidavit,  instead  of  refusing 
to  do  BO  Brooks  agt  SchvXtz,  5  MobU, 
656.) 

2.  There  is  no  more  necessity  for  the 
appearance  of  the  adverse  party  before 
the  referee,  when  a  compulsory  affida- 
vit is  taken  under  section  401,  than 
there  is  for  his  presence  at  the  taking 
of  a  voluntary  affidavit  In  either 
case  the  party  at  whoso  instance  it  is 
taken  may  decline  to  use  the  affidavit ; 
and  if  used  on  a  motion,  each  will  b« 
liable  to  the  same  legal  objectiona. 
Per  Baobour,  J.    ( Jd.) 

3.  If  the  party  causing  a  compulsory 
affidavit  to  be  taken,  on  making  his 
proposed  motion  offers  to  read  such 
affidavit,  the  opposite  party  may  make 
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hJB  obJMtioiM,  or  moye  to  ilrike  out 
and  evucerate  the  affldavit  But  an- 
til  then  be  cannot  be  injured  b^  it,  nor 
move  to  set  aaide  tbe  proceeding  and 
snppreM  the  examination  or  affidavit 
taken  before  the  referee,  on  the  groond 
of  irreguUrity.    {Id,) 


DISCONTINUANCE. 

1.  The  right  of  a  plaintiff  to  diioonttnMe 
an  OfUtony  is  not  cUuolute;  it  is  to  be  ex- 
ercised under  the  control  of  the  oonrt, 
and  equitable  temw  may  be  imposed  in 
pioper  casea,  and  the  ri^ht  to  discon- 
tione  may  be  diaallowed  in  tbe  dlBcre- 
tion  of  toe  court  or  restrieied  upon  eq- 
uitable oonsiderationa.  iTouHg  agL 
BMth^anie,  240.) 

SL  Where  in  an  action  to  foredoee  a 
mortga^,  the  parties  stipulated  to  have 
the  testimony  of  a  witness  for  the  de- 
fendant, who  was  lick,  UUcen  before  a 
referee,  and  when  thus  taken  it  was 
considered  to  be  a  complete  defense  to 
the  action,  and  the  witness  died  before 
the  trial: 

3.  Bdd,  that  the  plaintiff  could  be  allow- 
ed to  discontinue  the  action  only  on 
payment  of  costs,  and  on  serving  a  stip- 
ulation that  the  testimony  of  the  de- 
ceased witness  might  be  read  and  used 
on  the  trial  of  any  subsequent  action 
which  might  be  brought  for  the  fore- 
closure of  said  mortgage,  in  the  same 
manner  and  to  the  effect  as  on  a  trial  in 
this  action  pursuant  to  the  stipulation 
under  which  the  examinalion  of  such 
witiiess  was  taken.    [Id,) 

DISCOVERT  OF  BOOKS  AND  PA- 
PEES. 

1.  Upon  an  application  by  a  defendant, 
by  petition,  for  a  discovery  of  the  con- 
tents of  a  letter  written  to  him  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  his  answer  thereto,  writ- 
ten on  the  same  paper,  which  are  in 
the  plaintiffs  possession,  where  such 

Setition  shows  that  they  contain  evl- 
ence  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  legal 
demand  against  the  defendant,  a  ms- 
coverv  of  them  will  be  granted,  when 
the  allegation  is  not  controverted  by 
the  pUiintiff.  (/^fvermars  agt  SL  John, 
A  SobL,  12.) 

8.  On  an  application  for  an  order  to  com- 
pel the  production  t}f  books,  papers 
and  documents,  enough  must  be  stated 
to  Justify  the  presumption  that  entries 
nlating  to  a  specified  subject  matter, 
and  tending  to  prove  some  claim  or  de- 
fense exist  The  documents  required 
should  be  specifically  stated,  in  order 


that  tbe  court  mav  Judge  whether  ihey 
are  evidence.  The  mere  affidavit  of 
the  party,  or  his  counsel,  to  that  effect, 
which  assumes  the  office  of  the  court, 
is  not  Buflieient  {Speuen  agt.  Tor- 
HrUck,5SobL,e06.) 


DOWER. 

1 .  An  equitable  action  for  the  admeasure- 
ment of  dower  is  sustainable,  under  tbe 
Code  of  Procedure.  Courts  of  equity 
have  always  had  Jurisdiction,  conoor- 
renily  with  courts  of  law,  in  such  ac- 
tions. (Brown  agt.  Brown.  4  BAi^ 
688.) 

2.  If  it  be  also  an  action  of  ejectment  for 
the  recovery  of  dower,  there  is  no  dif- 
ficulty in  the  junction  of  the  twa 
Courts  of  equity  have  always  admin- 
istered other  equities  in  conjunction 
with  such  admeasurement    {IdJ) 

3>  A  widow  is  entitled,  as  dower,  to  one 
third  of  tbe  land  according  to  its  value 
at  the  time  of  its  alienation  by  the  hus- 
band ;  and  is  not  to  be  allowed  for  any 
increase  in  valne  since,  or  any  improve- 
ments But  the  improvements  may 
be  assigned  as  a  part  of  the  dower, 
providcKl  they  are  not  taken  into  ac- 
count in  admeafiuring  the  dower;  al- 
though, if  an  auignment  be  otherwise 
practicable,  they  should  not  be  includ- 
ed in  it    {Id.) 

4.  Where  a  referee  has  exercised  his  dis- 
cretion in  assigninif  improvements 
as  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  dower, 
which  decision  has  oeen  passed  upon 
by  a  judge  at  special  term,  such  decis- 
ion should  not  be  disturbea,  on  appeal 
{Id-) 

5.  A  widom  is  not  entitled  to  <2owerin  lands 
of  which  she,  with  her  husband,  had 
executed  and  delivered,  a  deed  to  a 
grantee,  although  such  deed  had  been 
subsequently  declared  fraudulent  snd 
void  as  to  her  husband's  cieditors. 
{Maimer  agt.  Hwan,  ante,  260.) 

6.  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  cfotr- 
«r,  and  danuwet  for  the  rente  and  prof 
ts;  where  the  whole  premises  were 
aliened  during  tbe  lifetime  of  the  hos- 
band,  the  damages  can  be  recovered 
only  from  the  time  dower  was  (femaai- 
«2,  not  from  tbe  death  of  the  husband. 
{Marble  agi.  Jjeme,  aiU«,837.) 

7.  Where  lands  are  alienated  during  eo- 
verture  by  the  husband,  his  widow  is 
entitled  to  be  endowed  of  such  land« 
amonntiug  to  one-third  of  the  value 
thereof  at  the  time  of  such  alienation. 
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8  In  case  of  Ali«natioTi,  thevalneof  the 
dower  shonid  be  aaoertained  at  the  tri- 
al in  the  following  manner,  to  wit : 
Ascertain  when  the  premises  were 
alienated,  and  in  case  tne  valae  of  the 
premises  is  greater  at  the  time  of  trial 
than  at  the  time  of  alienation,  from 
causes  other  than  improvements  made 
sabsequent  to  snch  alienation,  to  as- 
certain the  valne  at  the  time  of  aliena- 
tion, and  judgment  should  provide  for 
admeasarement  according  to  each  val 
ae.(/d.) 

9.  The  valne  can  be  more  satisfactorily 
determined  apon  the  trial  than  by  the 
commissioners.  Bnt  the  question  of 
improvements  are  to  be  determined  by 
the  commissioners.    [Id,) 

10.  A  judgment  for  the  unqualified  recov' 
ery  of  one-third  of  the  land  is  not  war- 
mnted  in  such  a  case.    [Id,) 

DRAMATIC  COMPOSITION. 

1.  The  production  of  an  arrangement  of 
words,  whether  by  writing,  speech  or 
printing,  in  any  language,  so  aa  to  con- 
vey some  special  ideas  or  thoughts, 
cafled  a  ''literary  composition,"  gives 
to  the  producer  of  it  an  exdnsive  richt 
to  its  enjoyment  and  use,  until  paiied 
with  to  others  or  abandoned  to  the 
public.    (JTeote  agt.  Olarhe,  5  SobLj 

S.  Where  the  spectators  at  a  public  per- 
formance of  a  drama  have  not  entered 
into  some  express  or  implied  under- 
standing with  its  proprietor,  limiting 
the  use  they  may  make  of  the  knowl- 
edge derived  by  them  from  being  pres- 
ent at  snch  nerformance,  thev  cannot 
be  restrainea,  as  to  the  use  \>y  them 
of  so  much  of  it  as  they  can  retain  and 
carry  away  in  their  memory.    {Id.) 

3.  Bat  a  right  to  take  notes  is  not  a  priv- 
ilege necessarily  conceded  by  admis- 
sion  to  a  public  performance.  The 
use  of  any  snch  artificial  aids  to,  or 
substitutes  for,  memory,  mav  be  re- 
strained by  a  court  as  a  violation  of 
the  terms  of  admission,  or  may  be 
made  a  part  of  the  police  of  the  place 
of  performance,  so  as  to  Justify  not 
only  its  prevention,  but  even  the  ex- 
pulsion of  the  offender  as  a  trespasser. 

4.  The  copyright  act  of  183t,  confers  up- 
on the  author  and  proprietor  of  a  dra- 
matic composition  duly  copyrighted, 
the  sole  right  and  liberty  ox  printing, 
re-printing,  pnblishing  and  vending 
Bucn  composition  ta  whole  or  in  parit 
for  the  term  of  28  years  from  the  time 
of  recording  the  title  of  such  composi- 


tion In  the  manner  dirsrt«d  bv  the  act. 
The  act  of  1866  (11  U.  8:' Stat  at 
Large,  138),  provides,  ihat  any  cony- 
right  thereafter  granted  to  the 'author 
and  proprietor  of  a  dramatic  composi- 
tion, shall  be  deemed  to  confer  along 
with  snch  right,  the  sole  right  to  acr, 
perform  and  represent  the  same  on  any 
sta^e  or  public  place,  during  the  whole 
period  for  whicn  the  copyright  w  ob 
tained.    {Dafy  agt  Palmer,  antey  206.) 

5.  A  composition  under  the  act  of  1856, 
is  a  written  or  literary  work  invented 
and  set  in  order.  A  dramatic  compoei- 
tion  is  such  a  work,  in  which  the  nar- 
rative is  not  related,  but  is  represented 
by  dialogue  and  action.  When  a  dra- 
matic composition  is  represented  in  di- 
alogue and  action,  by  persons  who  rep* 
resent  it  as  real  by  performing  or  going 
through  with  the  various  parts  or  char- 
acters assigned  to  them  severally,  the 
composition  is  acted,  performed  or  rep- 
resented ;  and  if  the  representation  is 
in  public,  it  is  a  public  representation. 

6.  A  written  work  consisting  wholly  of 
directions  set  in  order  for  conveying 
the  ideas  of  the  author,  on  a  stage  or 
public  pla«;e,  by  means  of  characters 
who  represent  the  narrative  wholly  bv 
action,  is  as  much  a  dramatic  composi- 
tion designed  or  suited  for  pnblic  repre- 
sentation, as  if  language  or  dialogue 
were  used  in  it  to  convey  some  of  the 
ideas.    (Id,) 

7.  The  "Bailroad  Scene''  in  the  plain- 
tifT's  play  of  '*  Under  the  Gaslight,"  is 
undoubtedly  a  dramatic  composition. 
Those  parts  of  it  represented  by  motion 
or  gesture,  without  language,  are  quite 
as  much  a  dramatic  composition  as  Uiose 
parts  of  it  which  are  represented  by 
voice.  This  is  true  also  or  the  milroad 
scene  in  Boucicanlt's  play  of  "  After 
Dark.'*  But  the  two  scenes  are  iden- 
tical in  substance,  as  wntten  dnimatic 
compositions  in  the  particulars,  in  which 
the  plaintiff  allem,  that  what  he  has 
invented  and  set  in  order  in  the  scene, 
has  been  appropriated  by  Boncicault 
{Id.) 

fL  In  consonance  with  the  principles  laid 
down  by  Lord  Lyndiiurbt  {D'Ai- 
maxne  ogt.  Boom,  1  Tounge  A  Collyet^s 
Sxch.  K.  288),  the  plaintiff  is  as  much 
entitled  to  protection  in  respect  of  a 
substantial  and  material  origmal  part 
of  his  ''railroad  scene,"  as  he  is  in  re- 
spect of  the  whole.  All  that  is  sub- 
stantial and  material  in  plaintiff's  rail- 
road scene  has  been  appropriated  by 
Boucicanlt;  and  the  railroad  scene  in 
Boudcault's 
acted  on 


It's  play,  is  undoubtedly,  when 
a  public  siage^  an  iufriuge- 
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nMnt  of  the  copyright  of  the  plftintif! 
in  his  play.    {la,) 

9.  The  author  of  an  nnpiiblished  mann- 
acript  has  at  common  law  an  exclusive 
rijfht  of  properly  therein,  the  violation 
of  which  may  be  Justly  protected  by  in- 
janciion.    [Palmer  alrt.  Dtwiii.  ante. 

10.  But  this  exclusive  right  pertains  only 
to  the  unpublished  manuscript,  with- 
out copyright  proteotion.  After  uure 
stricted  publication  to  the  world,  nei- 
ther the  author  nor  his  assignee,  wheth- 
er a  foreign  or  domestic  writer,  can 
assert  an  exclusive  right  to  property 
in  the  future  use  and  publication  of  the 
eomposiiion.    (Zd) 

11.  Unrestricted  representation  npon  the 
stage  is  a  publication ;  and  if  specta- 
tors carry  away  in  their  memory  the 
whole  or  any  part  ot  the  play,  they  can- 
not be  restrained  by  injunction  from 
printing  it.    {Id.) 

ELECTIONS  IN  CORPORATIONS. 

1.  In  proceedings  to  set  aside  an  election 
of  trustees  of  a  corporation,  under  2 
Revised  Statutes,  600,  section  5,  thecox^ 

■  poration  must  be  a  party,  and  is  enti- 
tled to  notice  of  the  proceeding.  {Mat- 
ter of  Pioneer  Paper  Co,^  arUe^  102.) 

2.  On  the  bearing  of  an  application  to  set 
aside  an  election,  under  section  5  of  the 
statute  in  reference  to  corporations,  the 
court  may  receive  proof  by  affidavit, 

.  or  oral  proof,  in  its  discretion,  or  both. 
{Matter  of  Pioneer  Paper  Co.,  aato,  104.) 

3.  At  a  meeting  of  the  stockholders  of  a 
corpomtion  to  elect  trustees,  the  person 
first  nominating  a  chairti.an  is  entitled 
to  declare  who  is  elected  such  chair- 
man, without  regard  to  the  question 
whether  he  is  elected  by  a  majority  of 
stockholders  or  shares  votiuK-  {matter 
of  Pioneer  Paper  Co.y  ante,  105.) 

I.  This  court  cannot  review  the  regularity 
of  the  election  of  a  chairman,  but  only 
the  election  of  trustees.    {Id,) 

5.  If  the  opposing  party  do  not  acquiesce 
in  the  party  first  moved  and  declared 
elected,  but  or/^uize  another  meeting, 
instead  of  offering  to  vote  at  first  meet- 
ing, they  waive  all  objections  to  the 
first  election.    {Id.) 

6,  On  declaring  which  trustees  are  regu- 
larly elected,  this  court,  under  the  stat- 
ute, has  further  power  to  enjoin  the 
other  trustees  from  acting,  and  to  com- 
pel them  to  deliver  the  corporate  prop- 
erty to  the  trustees  declared  elected. 
{Id,) 


7.  An  appeal  does  not  lie  to  this  eonrt 
from  an  order  at  ^neral  term  made  m 
a  special  proceeding  under  the  statute 
in  reference  to  corporations.  {MaUer 
of  Pioneer  Paper  Co.,  aate,  110.) 

8.  A  manufacturing  corporation  has  the 
right,  under  the  statute  (1  R.  8,,  G03, 
marg.^  $  5),  to  make  application  to  the 
court,  and  to  be  heard,  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  an  election  of  its  trustees, 
who  have  been  declared  elected,  or  to 
have  the  election  set  aside  and  a|new 
election  ordered.  {Matter  of  Pioneer 
Paper  Co.,  ante,  111.) 

9.  The  ioinder,  in  the  complaint,  of  the 
trustees  declared  elected,  does  not  af- 
fect the  rights  of  the  company  to  insti- 
tute the  proceed! ugs.    {Id,) 

10.  Where  the  judj^ent  of  this  conrt  de- 
cides that  a  certain  amount  of  stock  of 
such  company  is  held  jointly  by  two  of 
its  stockholders,  subject  to  certain  equi- 
ties, the  company  is  required  by  its  of- 
ficers to  issue  scrip  for-said  stock  to 
such  stockholders ;  and  in  an  election 
for  trustees  of  the  company,  such  stock- 
holders, notwithstanding  an  appeal 
from  such  judgment  by  one  of  them  is 
pending  and  undetermined,  have  an 
equal  right  to  vote  upon  such  stock,  and 
in  case  of  their  disagreement  aa  to  the 
manner  of  voting,  the  voto  may  prop- 
erly be  rejected  at  the  election.     {Id,) 

11.  In  an  election  for  directors  of  a  Gas 
Light  Company,  the  inspectors  of  the 
election  have  no  power  to  trr  and  de- 
termine the  gennxneness  of  tke  prtaits 
offered  to  be  voted  npon.  If  thev  are 
apparently  the  acts  of  the  stockhotdenu 
and  regular  upon  their  face,  that  ends 
the  matter  so  far  as  the  inspectors  are 
Gonceined.    {Matter  of  Cecil,  aiU0,477.) 

12.  Nor  have  the  inspectors  the  power 
to  require  a  stockholder  voting  in  per- 
son or  by  proxy,  to  make  affidavit  that 
the  stock  is  not  hypotlieeated.    {Id.) 

13.  An  obiection  that  this  proceedinff  ap- 
plies onlv  to  monied  corporations  is  nol 
sustainaole.  The  Revised  Sututea  ap- 
plies to  all  corporations  except  libraries. 
relii^ouB  societies,  and  certain  monied 
institutions.    {Id,) 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  In  an  action  for  an  assault  and  battery 
growing  out  of  a  disputed  occupancy 
of  lands,  it  is  erroneous  in  the  judge  to 
exclude  evidence  offered  to  show  who 
was  in  the  actual  occnnation  of  th^ 
premises  in  dispute  ;  that  being  a  qnew- 
tion  of  fact,  and  not  a  conclusion  of 
law — ^a  question  to  he  determined  by 
ocular  ouservation,  and  not  by  a  pro* 
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oesfl  of  reasoning.  Wbight,  J.  dis- 
sented. iMdrdeMwrgh  act.  Orary,  50 
J5ar6.,32.)  * 

2.  The  remedy  of  the  party,  fai  snch  a 
case,  is  a  rigid  oross-ezamination  of 
the  witoesa ;  not  an  objection  to  the 
question  itself.    [Id,) 

3.  Evidence  of  a  general  «#o^«  or  ctutom, 
in  a  particular  locality  or  business,  is 
not  sniBeient  to  charge  a  party,  where 
there  is  no  proof  that  he  hiewj  or  had 

ven  heard  of,  such  usage  or  custom. 
{Sipperly  agt  Stewart,  50  Barb,  ^  63. 

4.  Where,  in  an  action  to  recover  the 

Srice,  of  a  quantity  of  barley  sold  and 
elivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defen- 
dants, the  question  at  issue  was  wheth- 
er the  contract  as  made  was  for  mer- 
chantable barley,  or  for  good  barley 
badly  stained ;  Beld,  that  the  question 

Eut  to  a  witness,  whether  the  plaintiff 
1  tended  to  sell  the  barley  as  mei  chant- 
able  barley,  was  properly  overruled: 
there  being  in  the  case  no  question  of 
fraud  or  deceit  in  the  sale,  and  the 
question  of  iotention  being  in  no  re- 
sj>ect  material.  {LefUr  agt  J/Hddt  50 
Barb,,  407.) 

5.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of 
grain  agreed  to  be  sold  and  delivered, 
proof  that  after  the  making  of  the 
contract  there  was  a  decline  in  the 
price  of  grain,  is  incompetent  and  im- 
material, as  evidence  upon  the  issue  of 
contract  or  no  contract,  or  of  delivery 
or  acceptance ;  but  it  is  competent  and 
material    upon   cross-examination,  as 

.  having  some  bearing  upon  the  conduct 
and  entire  credibihty  of  the  witness. 

6.  In  an  action  for  an  assault  and  bat- 
tery alleged  to  have  been  committed 
by  the  defendant  upon  the  plaintiff,  in 
the  course  of  his  assisting  the  infirm 
mother  of  the  latter  to  remove  from 
her  (the  plaintifTs)  house,  which  as- 
si8tance,was  justified  upon  the  grounds 
of  a  request  of  such  mother  therefor, 
commenu  by  ihe  judge  at  the  trial  on 
the  supposed  contents  of  a  will  eze 
cuted  by  such  mother  shortly  after 
such  removal,  but  not  admitted  in  evi- 
dence, as  being  favorable  to  the  defen- 
dant and  evidence  of  improper  motives 
on  his  part,  in  aiding  sucn  removal, 
accompanied  by  a  direction  to  the  jury 
to  see  whether  the  defendant  fkom  such 
motives  designed,  when  the  removal 
was  effected,  to  have  that  will  executed, 
were  keld  to  be  erroneons,  as  tending 
improperly  to  enohanoe  the  damages 
by  the  consideration  of  matters  not  in 
evidence;  for  which  a  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  should  be  reversed.  {Chiftt' 
man  agt.  Ifarriion,  4  SobL,  38.) 


7.  The  poeeesion  of  a  ne^tiable  promis- 
sory note  is  j>rima  fecu  evidence  of  a 
delivery  of  it  by  tue  prior  maker  or 
holder  to  the  possessor.  Per  Jones,  J. 
{Beliom  agt.  Foisom,  4  Bobt,,  43.) 

8.  A  finding  that  a  promissory  note  was 
placed  in  the  possession  of  an  attorney 
m  an  action,  as  such,  is  equivalent  to 
a  finding  that  it  was  delivered  to  his 
client,  since  a  delivery  to  and  posses- 
sion  by  an  agent  is  equivalent  to  one 
to  or  l>y  bis  principal.    ( Jd) 

9.  In  the  absence  of  any  qualification  of 
a  findii^  of  a  delivery  of  a  note,  such 
as  that  It  was  in  escrowj  or  conditional, 
it  will  be  deemed  to  have  been  abso- 
lute,   {Id,) 

10.  An  inventory  of  a  stock  of  goods 
written  on  the  leaves  of  a  bound  book 
from  which  they  have  been  separated, 
if  complete  in  itself,  is  admissable  in 
evidence  without  the  production  of 
such  book,  where  there  is  no  evidence 
to  show  that  it  contained  anything  be- 
sides the  inventory,  or  effecting  it. 
{MeCltutey  agt  FaUe,  4  ^>6«.,  87^ 

11.  The  receipt,  by  mistake,  by  the  clerk 
of  a  bank  with  whom  a  note  has  been 
deposited  for  collection,  from  one  of 
its  makers,  in  full  payment  thereof,  of 
a  less  amount  than  was  due  thereon, 
may  be  established,  by  circumstantial 
evidence,  against  the  positive  affiima- 
live  testimony  of  such  maker  that  he  ' 
had  paid  the  full  amount  {Metropoli' 
tan,  Bank  agt.  Smith,  4  Bobt,  m) 

12.  Where  the  plaintifi^s  claim  rests 
wholly  on  a  written  instrument,  which 
cannot  be  varied  by  parol  evidence, 
and  is  not  sustained 'by  it,  a  judgment 
of  i-eversal  of  a  recovery  upon  it,  on 
appeal  should  be  absolute.  (iVeve// 
agt  Wheeler,  4  Bobt.,  )ii7.) 

13.  The  testimony  of  a  plaintiff  that  she 
supposed  an  instrument,  signed  by  her, 
was  a  mere  receipt  for  one  half  the 
amount  of  a  loan,  will  not  be  sufficient 
to  warrant  the  verdict  of  a  jury  in  op- 
position to  the  terms  of  such  instrument 
Itself,  unless  she  hud  some  reasonable 
grounds  for  such  supposition.  It  must 
Be  presumed  that  she  could  not  have 
had  such  ground,  if  the  facts  known  to 
her  at  the  time  of  signhig — there  being 
no  fraud  or  undue  influence — were 
such  as  to  have  prevented  any  penou 
of  ordinary  intelligence,  from  suppos 
ing  that  such  document  was  merely 
such  receipt  I  Schmidt  agt,  BerftirtL 
5  Bobt,  m.) 

14.  In  an  action  to  recoyer  the  value  of 
money  lent,  it  is  not  erroneous  to  ask 
the  plaintiff,  when  examined  as  a  wit- 
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DMt  in  her  own  behalf,  If  ehe  is  the 
wife  of  the  defendant.  For,  if  so, 
she  cannot  be  sworn  as  a  witness 
af^ainst  him ;  and  the  defendant  does 
not  waive  the  objection  to  the  plain- 
tilTs  r4)mper«iicy  by  allowing  her  to  be 
examined  in  chiet.    (Id.) 

15.  Additional  evidence  to  support  a 
point  which  was  the  sabject  of  inqaiiy 
and  testified  to,  on  the  trial — snch  as 
the  de^rree  of  injary  to  the  plaintiff  in 
an  action  for  an  assanit — is  substan- 
tially cnmnlatiye ;  and  a  new  trial  will 
not  be  ordered  on  the  gronnd  of  its 
diseovery  since  the  trial ;  particalarly 
where  the  fact  to  be  proved  was  with- 
in the  knowledge  of  a  witness  exam- 
ined on  the  former  trial.  ( Tripler  agt 
Mlkekalt,  5  Bobt,  609.) 

1&  Where  the  evidence  of  adultery,  in 
an  action  for  a  divorce,  rests  on  the 
nnsnpported  testimony  of  the  defen- 
dant's paramoor.  the  case  will  be  re- 
fered  back  to  tne  referee  for  farther 
evidence ;  the  testimony  of  the  para- 
mour being  subject  to  toe  same  objec- 
tion as  that  of  any  other  accomplice. 
(2  Bigk.  OH  Mar.  and  Div,  8,  $  644,  and 
cotes  cited  ifi  notes  2, 3  and  5.)  [Anony- 
K,  5  JZo6l!.,  611.) 


17.  In  an  action  brought  against  a  pnr- 
chaser  of  government  securities  paya- 
ble to  bearer,  by  one  from  whom  tHey 
had  been  previously  stolen,  evidence 
explainiu((  that  the  defendants  pur^ 
chased  without  regard  to  notices  of 
theft  and  loss  sent  them,  because  the 
magnitude  of  their  business  and  the 
number  of  such  notices  were  snch  that 
it  would  be  impractiable  to  deal  in 
such  securities  if  tbey  were  bound  to 
examine  such  notices, — is  admissible. 
IScybell  sgt.  National  Currency  Bank, 
4  Abb,  If.  S.,  352.) 

18.  Parol  evidence  is  properly  admissible 
to  prove  that  a  warranty  deed,  abso- 
lute on  its  fifice,  was  given  to  secure  a 
specific  sum  of  money,  in  the  nature  of 
a  mortgage.  ( Van  Dumn  agt  Wor- 
rell, ante,  286.) 

19.  Where  hearsay  tetiitnonyy  which  is 
clearly  incompetent  and  irrelevant,  is 
admitted  on  tne  trial,  it  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  an  error  that  could  have 
worked  no  injury,  where  a  collateral 
issue  of  credwikty  was  raised  in  the 
ease  between  the  plaintiff  and  defen- 
dant, and  the  determination  of  the  main 
issue  depended  upon  which  of  the  par- 
ties was  believed  by  the  jury,  such  tes- 
timony having  a  tendency  to  contra- 
ictone  of  the  parties.  (Batttt^  agt. 
Heal^i  aaie,  346.) 


EXCEPTIONS. 

1.  An  exception  does  not  lie  to  (he  re- 
port of  a  referee,  upon  the  in^uod 
that  he  has  refused  to  find  upon  s 
question  of  faot  other  Chan  the  issues 
in  the  CHnsa.  ( WUtsie  agt.  JBaddis,  4 
AU.,  393.) 

S.  If  a  party  Is  dissatisfied  with  the  eon- 
elosion  oi  a  fact  stated  by  the  jodj^e  at 
th«  trial,  he  should  ask'  to  have  the 
question  submitted  to  the  jury.  With- 
out such  request,  an  exception  to  the 
ruling  of  the  oooit  only  brings  up  the 
question  of  law  based  on  his  assump- 
tion of  fact.  {Mallory  agL  HH^a  B. 
Jt  Co,,  OfiCe,  202.) 

EXECUTION. 

1.  Upon  the  execntion  Issued  on  a  jndg 
ment  against  one  of  several  partners- 
in  form  for  bis  individual  debt,  the 
sheriff  can  only  levy  upon  and  sell  the 
the  judgment  debtor's  interest  in  the 
partnership  goods.    {Berry  agt.  KeUy, 

%  Under  such  an  execution  the  sheriff 
has  the  right  to  take  Uie  goods  levied 
on  into  his  own  ]>os8eseion,  and  upon  a 
sale  of  only  the  interest  of  the  judg- 
ment debfor  therein,  to  deliver  them  to 
the  purchaser.  But  if  he  underLikes 
to  sell  the  entire  property  in  the  goods, 
he  becomes  a  tre<>paM8er  ah  initw.  and 
is  liable  as  such  in  an  action  by  the 
other  partners  against  whom  no  exe- 
tion  18  issued.  In  snch  an  action,  the 
damages  which  may  be  recovered, 
consist  of  the  vulne  of  the  nlKiniifT's 
undivided  share  in  the  go(»a8  sold,  ir- 
respective of  the  question  of  the  solv- 
ency of  the  partnership,  and  without 
regard  to  the  state  of  tne  partnerahip- 
accounts.    [Id.) 

3.  After  the  issuing  and  return  of  one 
execution  against  the  person  of  a  de- 
fendant, the  plaintlfi's  ignoranoe  of 
the  fact*  that  the  defendant  has  been 
surrendered  by  his  Irnil  ia  *'irood 
cause "  within  the  meaning  of'  the 
statute,  (2  R.  8.  556.  §  36,)  against 
the  discharge  of  the  defendant  from 
custody,  on  account  of  the  plaintilT's 
neglect  to  charge  him  in  execution 
within  three  months  after  such  sur- 
render. {Derisles  agt  Clineii  BobL, 
645.) 

4.  Yet  it  snch  a  ease,  the  defendant  be- 
itg  entitled  to  put  himself  in  a  coodi 
tiun  to  get  the  benefit  of  various  stat- 
utes relieving  imprisoned  parties,  a 
supersedeas  will  be  conditioually  al- 
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lowed  vnless  the  plaintiff  issne  an  ex- 
eeatlon  asainst  bis  person  within  a 
specified  time.    (Id,) 

EXECUTORS  AND  ADUINISTBA- 
TORS. 

1.  Where  an  ezecator  has  leceiTed  a 
portion  of  the  estate,  and  sold  the 
same,  and  applied  the  money  arising 
from  the  sale  to  hie  bnsinesB,  thereby 
comminKline  it  with  Wb  own  property, 
and  preseTTing  no  evidence  by  which 
the  tmst  fand  can  be  identified ; 
in  the  distribution  of  the  assets  of 
soch  executor,  after  his  death,  by  the 
surroffate,  no  preference  can  be  al- 
lowed in  favor  of  the  trost  estate, 
on  acconnt  of  sach  moneys,  bnt  the 
estate  most  stand  on  a  footing  with 
the  other  creditors  of  the  execntor. 
{Barlow  agt  Teonuuu,  50  Barb,  187.) 

2.  Ordinarily,  a  creditor  of  the  estate  of 
a  deceased  person  cannot  maintain  an 
action  against  a  frandnlent  vendee 
of  the  latter  to  impeach  the  sale  of 
personal  property,  nnless  the  execntor 
or  administrator  shonld  eollnde  with 
the  frandnleiit  vendee,  or,  after  reason- 
able request,  refhse  to  take  proceed- 
ings to  impeach  the  title  and  reach  the 
property  in  his  hands.  {Pkeipt  agt 
Tlatt,  50  Brtrft.,  430.) 

3.  Bnt  this  mle,  generally,  applies  cnly 
to  personal  pro{>erty,  over  which  the 
executor  or  administrator  has  exola- 
sive  control.    {Id.) 

4.  In  respect  to  real  estate,  the  law  hav- 
having  deRignated  no  person,  espe- 
cially, to  vindicate  the  rights  of  those 
who  have  been  injnred  by  the  fVand,  a 
creditor  can  maintain  an  action  against  . 
the  grantee  of  his  debtor,  to  set  aside 
and  alleged  fraadnlant  deed.    [Id,) 

5.  Where  a  trustee  faQs  to  execute  a 
trust,  and  invests  money  tor  the  main 
tenance  of  an  iuftint  dnrinff  minority, 
and  to  aeeumnlait  the  surplus  income  , 
of  the  investments,  eqnity  will  charge 
interest  against  him  with  realty  though 
he  may  not  have  used  the  tmst  money, 
and  independent  of  any  question  of 
intention.  King  agt  Talbot,  50  Barb.) 
458.) 

6.  The  general  rule  is  that  when  a  pa- 
rent bequeathes  a  sum  of  money  to  a 
child,  und  provides  for  its  mainten- 
ance out  of  the  tnterett  oi  such  legacy, 
and  makes  no  other  provision  for  Us 
maintenanee,  such  legacy  will  cany 
hitereat  from  the  testator's  death. 
ild.) 

7.  The  term  ''administrator"  added  to 
the  name  of  the  payee  of  a  note,  is  a 


>■«)  word  of  description,  in  no  respect 
essential  to  the  right  of  the  payee  to 
mie,{Bemor  agt  Wob,  ante,  2S3.) 

&  Where   such  a    note  is  given  to  the 

Sayee  by  the  maker  to  secnre  a  debt 
ue  from  the  latter  to  the  heirs  at  law 
of  the  payees  deceased  wife,  the  payee 
can  sue  and  recover  upon  it  in  his  oWn 
name,  for  the  benefit  of  tliose  who  may 
be  entitled  ultimately  to  its  avails. 
{Id,) 

EXPRESS  COMPANIE& 

1.  An  illusory  suit  in  the  name  of  a  share- 
holder, but  really  prosecuted  by,  and  in 
the  interest  of,  a  riral  and  competing 
company,  cannot  be  maintained  lor  the 
purpose  of  disolving  or  restraining  an- 
other association  or  company  of  which 
the  nominal  plaintiff  may  oe  a  mem- 
ber. ( WatermuyjigL  Merehanit  Union 
Bxprm  Co,,  50  Barb,,  157.) 

2,  The  nature  and  legal  character  of 
joint  stock  associations,  organized  an. 
der  the  statutes  of  New  York,  consid- 
ered.   {Id,) 

d»  The;^  have  all  the  attributes  of  a  cor- 
poration, except  the  technical  one  of  a 
common  seal ;  and  in  respect  to  the  ab- 
sence of  a  eommon  seal,  merely,  they 
are  like  partnerships.    {Id,) 

4.  Where  parties  who,  dealing  with 
an  express  company,  have  a  right, 
from  the  general  mode  of  conducting 
the  company's  business,  to  rely  npnn 
the  authority  of  one  of  its  clerks  to 
make  a  general  contract  to  forward 
goods,  they  have  a  ri^ht  also  to  infer 
tbat  such  authority  includes  a  power 
to  contract  to  forward  in  a  particular 
way.     (Goodrich    agt.    Tkompaon,   4 

5.  Parties,  who  undertake,  for  a  compen- 
sation, to  forward  goods,  by  a  carrier, 
other  than  themselves,  are  only  for- 
warders, and  not  carriers,  of  such 
goods,  and  asnme  only  the  responsi- 
bility of  a  bailee  for  hire.    (Id,) 

t.  If,  however,  they  agree  to  forward 
goods  by  a  particular  steamer,  and  not 
only  fail  to  do  so,  bnt  instead  thereof 
send  them  by  a  different  steamer,  which 
is  lost  on  her  passage,  with  the  goods 
on  board,  they  are  liable  to  the  own- 
ers for  the  loss  of  such  goodA.    {Id,) 

FALSE  REPRESENTATION& 

.1  An  aetlon  will  not  lie  by  the  pnrehaser 
of  a  horse  for  the  difference  between 
the  prioe  paid  by  him  and  its  market 
Talne,  together  with  the  expeoMt  of 
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its  keep,  npon  th%  groand  of  fraad  in 
the  eale,  wiiere  the  only  fraud  charged 
was  the  eoncealment  of  a  diseaae  of 
the  animal,  by  an  omiraion  to  diedoee 
it  at  the  time  of  the  oale,  althoogh 
known  to  the  vendor,  and  there  waa 
no  attempt  to  reciud  the  contract  br  an 
offei  to  retam  the  animal,  ana  no 
notice  ^iven  to  the  defendant  of  a  re- 
sale of  It  br  the  purchaser.  {Qidjir 
tard  agt.  NevoUm,  5  BobL,  72.) 

3.  No  averment  of  fraud  ia  necenary 
when  the  action  is  founded  on  a 
warranty.    {Id.) 

3.  A  person  who  has  made  himself  lia- 
ble for  the  contract  of  another  b^ 
fraudulent  representations  of  the  credit 
of  the  latter,  is  not  entitled  to  the  ben- 
efit of  the  same  rule  of  strict  con- 
struction of  those  representations  as. 
an  honest  guarantor,  so  as  to  confine 
his  liability  to  the  first  act  of  deception, 
Nor  does  the  statute  of  frauds,  as  to 
paving  the  debt  of  another,  extend  to 
such  a  case.  Von  Bruck  agt  Pevier,  4 
JRobt.,  514.) 

4.  Where  the  falesehood  of  such  repre- 
sentations, and  the  knowledge  of  it 
by  the  maker  are  established,  he  is 
presumed  to  have  intended  to  produce 
thereby  a  perma  lent  effect  upon  the 
mind  and  belief  of  the  party  to  whom 
they  were  made,  with  the  design  of 
affecting  the  fntre'  dealings  between 
the  latter  and  the  person  recommnded. 
{Id.) 

&  In  an  action  to  recover  the  value  of 
tfoods  sold  to  a  third  person  upon  the 
false  representations  of  the  defendant 
as  to  sueh  person's  solvency,  the  dam- 
ages mast  be  estimated  bv  the  value 
of  the  goods  when  sold.  If  the  price 
was  payable  in  francs,  at  a  period 
when  gold  was  the  only  legal  tender, 
the  value  of  the  franc  in  gold  at  that 
time  is  to  be  the  measure  of  damages. 
{Id.)  ^^ 

6.  In  an  action  by  the  seller  of  goods  to 
recover  them  back  from  the  possession 
of  the  defendant  on  the  ground  that 
the  buver,  under  whom  defendant 
claimea,  procured  the  sale,  on  credit, 
bv  ^  fraudulent  representations,  the 
plaintiff  may  prove  the  fraudulent  in- 
tent not  to  pay,  either  by  proof  of  di- 
rect statement  shown  to  be  untrue,  or 
by  proof  uf  circumstances  tending  to 
the  same  result.  ( Van  Kleek  agt  Lenw, 
4  Ahb.  If,  &,  431.)  ' 

7.  A  direct  misrepresentation  to  the 
plaintiff  having  been  proved,  it  is  com- 
petent to  prove  similar  fraudulent  rep- 
resentations  made  to  another  petaon 


in  a  different  transaction,  as  betring 
upon  the  question  of  intent.    {Id,) 

8.V  Sueh  similar  frauds,  however,  are  not 
alone  sufficient  to  sustain  a  recovery, 
even  if  it  be  shown  that  the  represent- 
aitona  were  comunicated  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  that  he  acted  on  the  faith  of 
them,  unless  it  be  also  shown  that  the 
buyer,  in  making  such  representations, 
intended  t^em  to  be  so  eommnaicated. 

(ia.) 

9.  In  an  action  for  a  deceit  in  the  ssle 
of  a  horse,  where  the  fraud  is  the  gist 
of  the  action,  if  there  is  no  evidence 
of  a  tcienter,  the  action  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. And  it  has  been  held  tha%  an 
averment  that  the  defendant  **£iLlsely 
and  fraudnently  represented,"  d^c,  is 
a  sufilcient  statement  of  the  seienUr. 
{MIoore  agt  NobU,  ante,  385 ) 

10.  It  isotherwise  in  an  action  tor  a  breock 
of  warrantig  of  a  horse ;  there  it  is  un- 
necessary to  allege  a  icitKfer\  asupon 
the  representation  of  a  warranty  the 
party  is  bound  to  accountability  for  an 
niMonndness.  whether  he  knew  it  or 
not    {Id,) 

FOREIGN  CORPORATIONS, 

1.  A  foreign  corporation  cannot  avail  it- 
self of  the  itatnte  of  limitations  in  a  suit 
aganist  it  here.  [Mallory  agt  Tioaa 
Bailroab  Co.,  ante,  202.) 

GAS  LIGHT  C03ffPANIEa 

1.  In  an  election  for  directore  of  a  Gat 
Light  Company,  the  inspectors  of  the 
election  have  no  power  to  try  and  de- 
termine the  genuineness  of  the  proxies 
offered  to  be  voted  npon.  If  thev  are 
apparently  the  acts  of  the  stockholders, 
and  regular  upon  their  fince,  that  ends 
the  matter  so  far  as  the  inspectors  are 
concerned.    {Matter  of  Cecil,  a»te,477.) 

2.  Nor  have  the  inspectora-the  power 
to  require  a  stockholder  votiiw  in  per- 
son or  by  proxy,  to  make  affliULvit  that 
the  stock  is  not  hypotkaeated.    {Id.) 

3.  An  obiection  that  this  proceeding  ap- 
plies only  to  monied  corporations  is  not 
sustainable.  The  Revised  Statutes  ap- 
plies to  all  corporations  except  libraries, 
religious  societies,  and  certain  monied 
instituLiotts.    {Id.) 

GOLD  COIN. 

1.  Gold  coin  can  be  treated,  by  parties, 
as  a  commodity  worth  more  than  its 
coinnd  or  stamped  value  as  money. 
{Lnling  agt.  Atlantic  Jfutual  ium- 
race  Company^  50  Barb,,  520.) 
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S.  The  court  oan  treat  ffold  coin  as  a  com- 
moditY  of  greater  valae  than  its  stamp- 
ed yafne  as  money  or  coin,  when,  and 
so  far,,  as  the  circumstances  oi  the 
transaction  show  that  the  parties  so 
treated  it.    {Id.) 

9.  Where  parties  insnred  paid  their  pre- 
mioms  in  gold  coin,  ana  in  considera- 
tion of  payment  in  that  manner,  the 
insurers  agreed  to  pay  the  losses,  if  any, 
in  gold  coin ;  Held  that  the  insurers 
were  liable  to  pay,  and  bound  to  pay, 
the  losses,  if  any,  in  gold  coin.    {Id.) 

4.  There  are  two  desdriptions  of  lawftil 
money  in  circulation  in  the  United 
(States,  both  sanctioned  by  the  law  and 
both  a  legal  tender.  (Bron$on  agt 
Bodes,  anUf  365.) 

5.  Where  contracts  for  payment  pro- 
yide  that  it  shall  be  paid  in  coin,  the 
judgment  should  be  for  such  descrip- 
tion of  money  according  to  the  intent 
of  the  parties ;  but  where  no  description 
of  money  is  named  in  the  contract,  judg- 
ment should  be  entered  generally  with- 
out specification.  {Revening  t&e  iuda- 
«eiU  of  tJuN.  T.  CovLTt  ofAppeaUvn 
tkit  eate-r^  N.  T.  B,  649.)    \Id.) 

6.  The  dfieision  of  the  court  in  this  case 
is  published  ante  page  S65;  since  then 
we  haye  receiyed,  through  the  polite- 
ness of  Mr.  Townsenol  counsel  for 
plaintiff  in  error,  official  copies  of  the 
opinion*  of  the  court  delivered  in  the 
case,  which  we  publish  ,below.  {Id, 
444.) 

HELL  GATE  PILOTS. 

1.  That  statute  {Laie*  of  1865,  chap,  115, 
$  3)  which  proy ides  that  *'  If  any  per 
son  other  than  a  branch  Hell  Gate  pi- 
lot, shall  pilot  or  tow  for  any  otber 
person,  any  yessel  *  ♦  ♦  or  board  such 
yessel  for  that  purpose  (except  baigeSf 
&c.,  in  the  channel  of  the  East  riyer, 
oommonly  called  Hell  Gkite  *  *  *  ), 
tntkout  the  aid  of  a  branch  Hell  Gate 
pilot  on  board,  he  shall  be  deemed 
^ilty  of  a  misdemeanor,''  &c.,  is  not 
in  conflict  with  the  proyision  of  the  con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  which 
ffrants  to  Congress  the  power  to  regu- 
late commerce.  1.  The  state  act  is  not 
an  exeroise  of  the  power  vested  exdu- 
sivel  V  in  Congre8J>,  but  is  a  mere  police 
regulation.  2.  The  act  has  been  sane-  ^ 
tioued  and  adopted  by  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States.  '{Tfie  People  agt 
Sperry,  50  Barb.,  170.) 

S.  The  protection  of  an  enrollment  and 
ooasting  lioieuse  does  not  extend  beyond 
the  yessel  licensed,  so  as  to  authorize 
the  towing  of  other  yessels.    {Id.) 


HIGHWAYS  AND  STREETS. 

1.  Where  there  are  two  appeals,  from 
decisions  of  different  commissioners 
of  highways,  one  from  an  order  refu- 
sing to  lay  out  a  highway,  and  the  other 
from  an  order  laying  out  the  srtme, 
although  the  county  judge  ie  author 
ized  to  appoint  referees  to  hear  and 
determine  each  case,  hj  a  separate 
order,  yet  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
selection  of  the  same  referees  by  one 
and  the  same  order,  to  hear  and  decide 
both  appeals ;  they  relating  to  and  in- 
yolying  the  same  subject  matter. 
(People  agt.  Knidcem,  50  Barb',  87.) 

2.  Evidence  to  show  that  the  certificate 
of  freeholders,  as  to  the  necessity  of 
a  proposed  road,  was  obtained  by 
fraud  or  false  representations,  is  not 
admissible,  on  the  hearing  before  ref- 
erees of  an  anppeal  from  a  decision 
of  the  commissioners  ot  highways. 
(/A) 

3.  Where  referees,  appointed  to  hear  and 
determine  and  appeal  from  an  order  of 
a  commiwioner  of  higways,  have  not 
exceeded  their  powers,  nor  departed 
from  the  forms  prescribed  by  law, 
their  decision  upon  the  merits  are  final 
and  conclnsiye.    (Id.) 

4.  The  permanent  maintenance  of  an 
apperture  in  the  sidewalk  of  a  public 
street,  by  the  owners  and  occupants 
of  an  aqjoining  building,  with  whose 
interior  it  communicates  1>y  an  under- 
ground passage  ;  to  be  used  by  them 
occasionly  and  reasonably  for  the  in- 
troduction of  articles  titroueh  the  same 
into  such  buildin]? ;  does  not  necessa- 
rily become  a  nuisance,  unless  left  in 
such  a  condition  as  to  be  dangerous  to 
trayelers  on  the  highway,  where  the 
right  to  such  maintenance  and  use  has 
been  granted  by  the  owner  of  the  land 
used  as  a  highway  as  an  easement 
tiierein,  in  such  manner  as  to  bo  para- 
mount to  the  easement  of  the  public 
therein  to  use  it  as  a  hifrhwny.  Per 
BoBBRTSON,  Ch.  J.  (Irvin  agf.  Fuv- 
Ur,  5  Bobt,  482.) 

5.  The  dedication  or  ns^  of  land  as  a 
highway  is  not  necessarily  so  inconsis- 
tent with  the  existence  o{  such  an  eas- 
ment  therein  as  to  extinguish  it ; 
and  the  owner  of  such  land,  whether 
the  state  or  its  representatives  or  a  pri- 
yate  individual,  may  grant  such  an 
easement  to  be  enjoyed  by  a  private 
person  to  be  used  by'  him,  so  as  not  to 
interfere  with  the  general  use  of  such 
land  as  a  highway.    {Id.) 

6.  Oommissioners  appointed  by  the  legis- 
lature to  lay  a  pavement  within  a  eity 
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are  not  offle«ni  of  the  city,  enoh  m  gan- 
der the  ooasiitatioii  of  1846,  art  10) 
maat  be  elected  by  eleetore  thereon 
{QreaUin,  agt.  OHffi%,  4  Abb,  N,  A,  310.) 

7.  Where  a  statute  aatborices  pablie  offl- 
cera  to  nee  an  article  which  in  fact  is 
patented,  in  the  constractiou  of  a  pab- 
lie  work,  the  lejurislatare  mast  be  me- 
sumed  to  hnve  hnown  the  rights  of  the 
patentee ;  and  any  provisions  in  the 
act  requiring  the  officers  to  advertise 
for  propouals  and  emplov  the  lowest 
bidder,  miist  be  construefl  so  oa  to  pre- 
serve and  not  defeat  the  authority  con- 
ferred   (Id.) 

8.  Commissioners  of  highways  are  re- 

2 aired  by  statute,  before  they  shall 
etermiue  to  lay  out  any  highway,  to 
eaase  notice  in  writing  to  be  given  to 
the  ocatpant  of  ikt  ^ojuTthrongh  which 
the  road  is  to  rno,  of  the  time  and 
place  at  which  they  will  meet  to  decide 
on  soch  appHcatioo.  And  they  ao- 
qpire  no  jnrudiction  antil  they  have 
given  such  notice.  {PtopU  agt  SHper- 
m$on  of  AlegHKy  Co,,  oate,  544.) 

9.  Where  a  highway  was  proposed  to 
be  laid  ont  throujorh  a  ileld  of  about 
eighteen  acres,  osed  as  a  pasture,  and 
in  which  was  a  retervoir  formed  by 
springs  of  water  of  eighteen  and  a 
hidf  feet  in  diameter,  which  had  been 
Gonveyed  by  deed  by  the  occopants' 
shcestor  to  the  Enie  Railway  Com- 
pany, who  thereafler  and  then  osed 
tlie  water  thereftt>m,  by  means  of 
pipes  for  the  benefit  of  their  railroad, 
sach  reservoir  being  covered  with 
plank,  earth,  and  turf,  so  that  cattle  in 
the  pasture  stood  npou  and  passed  over 
it,  as  over  other  portions  of  the  lot. 
and  the  proposed  highway  being  laid 
out  directly  over  the  reservoir :    {Id,) 

10.  ffeld,  that  notice  served  upon  the 
oeaiparU  of  the  lot  only,  was  sufficient 
to  confer  furisdiction  upon  the  proper 
authorities  to  lay  out  the  highway. 
{Id.) 

1.  The  Erie  Railway  Compaojr  is  not 
predjadiced  by  such  notice,  as  its  res- 
re  voir  can  not  be  disturbed  until  it  is 
compensated,  and  as  owner  it  is  enti- 
tled to  notice  of  the  proceedings  to 
ss  the  damages.    {Id.) 


HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  Where  a  bond  for  the  payment  of  mon- 
ey, executed  bv  a  husband  to  a  third 
person,  was  taxen  for  the  benefit  of, 
and  intended  to  belong  to,  the  obligor's 
wife,  upon  the  understanding  that  the 
obligee,  wl)0  was  the  mere  custodian 
or  depositary  thereof,  should  assign  the 


•MM  to  her  when  she  should  oidl  ftr 
it :  Hdd  that  the  cireumsianee  that  the 
wife  did  not,  daring  her  life  time,  call 
for  or  request  an  assignment  of  the 
bond,  did  not  destroy  or  impair  her 
right  thereto.  {HalsUad  agt  McCku: 
ney,  50  ^afi.,,34.) 

2.  Beid^  also,  that  the  accidental  ciream- 
stance  of  the  wife's  death  could  not  de- 
feat the  substantSul  ownership  of  the 
bond;  and  that,  upon  that  event  oc- 
curring, the  right  to  demand  its  deliv- 
ery or  assignment  devolved,  as  a  nec- 
essary legal  incident,  upon  her  admin- 
isttutor.    {Id,) 

3b  In  an  action  brought  by  the  wife's  ad- 
ministrator, for  that  purpose,  it  is  not 
proper  that  the  plaintiff  snonld  seek  or 
obtain  a  judgment  extinguishing  a  por- 
tion of  her  estate.  Hence  a  decree  di- 
recting the  bond  to  be  delivered  up  and 
cemeebd,  is  erroneous.    {Id.) 

4.  Where  a  plaintiff  hringp  an  action 
against  her  hustiand,  and  in  her  oom- 
phunt  seta  forth  £seta  and  drounscan- 
cee  showing  her  right  to  a  Judgraeat 
for  separation,  ou  each  of  the  three 
gronnos  or  causes  specified  in  (be  Re- 
vised Statutes: 

1st  The  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  by 
the  husband  of  his  wife; 

2nd.  Such  oondueton  the  part  of  the  hos- 
band  towards  his  wife,  as  may  render 
it  unsafe  and  improper  to  cohabit  with 
him;  and, 

3d.  The  abandonment  of  the  wife  by  the 
husband,  and  his  refusal  or  neglect  to 
provide  for  her, 

5.  The  court  has  no  anthority  to  make  an 
order  or  judgment  for  the  mpport  a»d 
maintenance  of  the  wife  by  ner  hus- 
band, where  she  fails  to  establish  either 
of  the  grounds  or  causes  required  by 
the  statute  to  authorize  judgment  for 
ieparation  from  bed  and  hoaf  cL  {Atvor 
Ur  agt  Atwater,  anU,  431.) 

6.  The  statute  does  not  authorise  a  com- 
plaint to  be  filed  by  a  wife,  for  a  sup- 
port and  maint^naiice  by  her  husband 
as  a  distinct,  sulwtautive  relict    (Id,) 

INFANTS. 

1.  Where  necessarr  clothing?,  in  c^^JT 
wav  suitable  to  ner  condition  in  lire 
ana  social  position.,  are  furnished  to 
an  infant  at  her  request,  with  the  con- 
sent of  her  mother,  with  whom  she  re- 
sides, and  with  the  expectation  snd  un- 
derstanding on  her  part,  and  on  the 
part  of  her  inotlier.  tnai  they  nre  to  be 
paid  for  out  of  her  funds,  or  her  po^ 


NEW  YOBK  PBACnCE  BEPORT8. 


591 


Digest 


tion  of  her  deceased  father's  estate,  the 
law  binds  the  infant  to  pav  the  valae 
of  the  necessaries  so  fomished,  [At- 
ckUon  agt.  Bn^f  50  Barb.,  381.) 

2.  In  such  a  ease  the  mother  is  not  liable, 
where  there  is  nothing  to  show  that 
she  is  able  to  support  the  infant,  and 
her  other  children,  fh>oi  her  own  means. 
{Id,) 

3.  Where  an  infAnt  is  nnder  the  care  of 
a  parent  or  guardian,  who  has  means, 
and  is  willing  to  famish  what  is  act- 
ually necessary,  he  cannot,  without  the 
consent  of  such  parent  or  guardian, 
make  a  binding  contract  tor  articles, 
which,  under  other  circumstances, 
would  be  deemed  necessaries.    {Jd,) 

4.  The  contract  of  an  xnfcnU  is  not  void, 
but  Toidable  only.  It  is  &  subsisting 
liability,  requiring  however,  ratifieor 
tifm.  hjf  the  wfant,  after  he  beamet  twetUy- 
one  yMnof  age,  before  it  can  be  en- 
forced,   ^inn  agt.  Pawti,  ante,  289.; 

5.  Where  a  married  woman,  being  an  t»- 
fant,  took  a  deed  of  land,  upon  which 
there  was  an  existing  mortgage,  which 
she  assumed  to  pav  as  a  part  of  the  con- 
sideration money  for  the  premises  con- 
veyed :  subsequently,  and  while  an  in- 
fant, she  conveyed  the  premises  with 
warranty  of  title  and  took  the  pur 
chaser's  covenant  to  assume  the  same 
mortgage,  and  on  a  foreclosure  of  the 
mortgage  subseqaently,  and  after  she 
had  become  of  fall  age,  she  appeared  in 
the  foreciosare  suit  by  attorney  an^  put 
in  110  answer,  and  judgment  was  enter- 
ed in  foreclosure  as  if  she  bad  been  an 
ad  alt  daring  the  whole  tniusactiou: 

6.  Beld^  that  bv  her  suffering  the  fore- 
closure complaint,  in  whicn  she  was 
made  a  defendant,  to  be  taken  as  con- 
fessed by  her,  she  determined  that  the 
act  done  by  her  in  infancy— the  cove- 
nant to  assume  and  pav  the  mortgage, 
should  stand,  and  rendered  her  liable 
for  a  deficiency.  (Lott,  J, ,  ditaenting. 
JL«»«w  A  a  at  special  Urm,  85  Bvio. 
»9.)    (Id,) 

INJUNCTION. 

1.  The  question  of  right  and  title  to  an 
office,  as  between  t£e  former  eommjs- 
siouers  of  taxes  in  the  city  of  New 
York  and  their  appointees,and  the  com- 
missioners appointed  by  the  governor 
under  the  authority  given  by  the  act 
of  April  17,  1867,  {Lawt  of  1867,  ch 
410,  J 1,)  and  their  appointees,  can  only 
be  determined  in  an  action  brought  by 
the  attorney  general  in  the  name  of  the 


people,  upon  his  own  information,  or 
upon  the  complaint  of  a  private  party. 
{Mott  agt  Connolly,  50  Barb.,  516.) 

2.  Nor  can  an  injunction  be  granted,  iu 
such  an  action,  to  restrain  the'  comptrol- 
ler from  paying  to  the  newly  appointed 
deputies  their  salaries.    ( la. ) 

3.  Since  the  adoption  of  the  Code  (of 
Procedure,)  the  courts  of  this  Btate 
have  no  anrhority  to  grant  affirroative- 
Iv  an  injunction  to  a  defendant,  al- 
tbonjErh  they  mav  perhaps  make  it  a 
condition  fo  relief  grantea  to  the  plain- 
tiff. The  Code  confers  all  the  powers 
possessed  by  courts,  to  award  an  in- 
junction as  remedial  relief  during  the 
pendency  of  a  suit ;  and  coniines  the 
granting  of  such  an  injunction  to  a 

f\la%nt}ff,  and  does  not  extend  to  a  de- 
endant  (Springtteeii  agt  Potoen,  4 
2Z<)6t,e24.)    '^     -"  ^ 

4.  It  teeauy  that  an  owner  of  a  city  lot 
cannot  maintain  an  action  to  restrain 
the  paving  of  the  street  in  front  there- 
of;  at  least,  unnn  a  complaint  which 
'does  not  av«r  tnat  anv  invasion  uf  the 
plaintiffs  property  is  attempted  or 
threatened,  or  that  the  plaintiff  will  be 
unlawfully  subjected  to  a  tax  or  as- 
sessment for  the  expense  of  tJie  im- 
provement {OretUon  agt  Oriffit^  4 
Abb,  N,  A,  310.) 

5.  The  courts  can  restrain  commissioners 
authorized  to  make  a  street  improve- 
ment, from  committing  any  abuse  of 
their  trast;  but  cannot  inqnire  into 
the  motives  which  induced  the  legisla- 
ture to  confer  the  power,  or  the  ex- 
pediency of  conferring  it    {Id,) 

6.  Although  the  supreme  court  ought  not 
to  grant  an  injunction  to  stay  the 
prosecution  of  an  action  pending  and 
undetermined  in  a  court  competent  to 
give  full  relief, — yet  after  judgement 
m  such  an  action,  it  majr  in  a  proper 
case  sustain  an  action  to  impeach  such 
judgement  and  restrain  its  enforce- 
ment. lAfoter  agt  Polhamut,  4  Ahb, 
N,  A,  442.) 

7.  But  the  fraud  relied  on  as  the  ground  for 
such  relief  mlist  not  only  be  plain  and 
palpable,  but  the  evidence  by  which  it 
IS  to  be  proven  must  be  clear,  positive, 
and  entirely  credible.    {Id.) 

8.  An  injnnetion should  be  dissolved,  up- 
on Ik  motion  either  to  continue  or  to 
dissolve  it,  if  upon  all  tlie  evidence 
then  diolosed,  the  court  would  nut 
have  granted  it  in  the  first  instanoe. 
Kid,) 

9.  This  court  has  jurisdiction  of  actions 
brought  by  citiKeus  of  this  state,  as 
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■toekholdere  of  a  milroad  eorpomtion 
created  uader  the  Uwt  of  the  states  of 
Illinois  and  Iowa,  for  the  parpoee  of 
interpoeing,  bj  injunction,  to  stay  the 
OM  of  proceeds  of  illegal  aod  spnrioas 
stock  issued  and  sold  bj  sach  corpora- 
tion. (FUk  agt.  Chicaoo,  Bock  hloMd 
amd  Pacific  Bailroad  Co.,  a^te,  30.) 

10.  An  injunction  should  not  be  issued 
restraining  the  corporation,  except  so 
far  as  the  illegnl  certificates  are  con- 
cerned— ^the  proceeds  of  which  should 
be  held  by  the  court  to  protect  the 
company  against  damages  in  favor  of 
the  nolders  of  the  false  certificates,  or 
to  enable  it  to  retire  them.    (Id,) 

11.  An  individual  citiu%  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  to  restrain  another  in- 
dividual by  injunction  from  an  act  al- 
leged to  be  a  pullie  nuisance  where  he 
sulfers  injury  only  in  common  with 
other  citizens.  (JtanhaUan  GatligM 
Co.  agt  Bohr,  ante,  233.) 

12.  Kor  can  inch  an  action  be  sustained 
for  the  purpose  of  restraining  the  usur- 
pation of  a  franchise  detrimental  to  all 
the  people  of  the  state,  to  wit:  the  fill- 
ing up  of  a  navigable  river  or  public 
highway.    [Id.) 

13.  It  cannot  be  inferred  from  the  mere 
fact  of  proximity  that  the  owner  of  land 
a<yoiniug  a  public  highway  or  fronting 
on  a  river,  which  is  a  public  highway, 
has  some  interest  therein  merely  by 
reason  of  his  proximity.    {Id.) 

14.  The  doctrine  is  well  setted  that  for  a 
public  nuiianoe  the  government  alone 
can  proeecQte ;  and  that  those  who  do 
not  suffer  by  a  violation  of  law  other- 
wise than  as  a  member  of  the  commu- 
nity cannot  maintam  a  remedial  action- 
[ll) 

15.  If  a  public  nuisance  work  a  private 
injury  to  a  person,  that  person  may 
have  a  remedy  by  private  action  for 
damages,  and  in'a  proper  case,  may 
have  an  injunction,    (/a.) 

16.  Where  the  answer  in  all  respects  is 
strictly  responsive  to  the  bill,  because 
it  positively,  explicity  aqd  circumstan- 
tially denies  all  ite  allegations^  the  rule 
is  well  settled  that  the  court  is  bound 
to  take  all  the  allegniions  in  the  an- 
swer as  true,  and  the  motion  for  an  in- 
junction will  be  denied  or  dissolved  if 
granted.    {Id,) 

IKJUBIES  TO  THE  PERSON. 

1.  The  drfendants  having  thrown  dirt 
and  stones  in  a  public  street,  and  dug 
an  excavation  on  adjoining  land,  close 
to  the  street  line,  which  was  left  in  the 


night  time  open  and  unprotected ;  Bdd 
that  altought  the  plaintiff  in  endeavor- 
injg  to  pass  the  obei  ructions,  deviated 
sligbUy  from  the  street  line,  and  went 
upon  the  defendants'  land,  that  ftd 
afforded  no  bar  to  his  riffht  of  reoorerr 
for  injuries  sustained  by  falling  into 
the  excavation,  frrovided  be  used  prop- 
er care  and  caution  in  endeavoring  to 
pass  the  obstruction.  ( VaU  agt.  BliMt, 
50  Barb,,  358.) 

2.  The  legislature  has  power  to  relieve  a 
municipal  corporation  from  liability  for 
any  non  feasance  or  misfeasance  of  the 
city  officers.  The  city  of  Brooklyn 
has  been  so  relieved  oy  section  39  of 
chapter  63  of  the  Laws  of  1889;  ex- 
empting it  from  liability  in  a  claas  of 
cases  arisinff  from  the  negligence  of  its 
officers  and  employees.  {Oray  agt. 
Cit^  of  Brooklyn,  50  Barb.,  3fS.) 

3.  That  sutnte  is  therefore  a  defense  to 
an  action  brought  against  the  city  for 
injuries  sustained  by  the  plaint&Tin 
consequence  of  a  puolic  street  in  said 
city,  and  a  sewer  and  drain  therein, 
bein^  out  of  repair,  and  the  plainUITe 
premises  being  flooded  with  water  by 
reason   thereof.      Also   to  an  action 

r'nst  the  city  for  dama^  for  loss 
service  of  the  plaintifTs  minor 
child,  who  fell  through  a  bole  in  a  pub- 
lic wnarf  owned  by  the  city  and  under 
its  chaige.    {Id.) 

4.  The  liability  for  personal  injury  occa- 
sioned by  a  nuisance  which  is  contin- 
ued by  several  persons,  is  joint  as  well 
as  several,  ana  one  action  may  be 
bronght  against  all  of  them  tog^er. 
{IrvSi  agt  Wood,  4  BobL,l^) 

5.  If  a  man  do  an  act  lawful  in  itself,  in 
so  negligent  a  manner  as  to  cause  an 
injury  to  another,  he  must  answer  for 
the  consequences.  {Sbdbrook  agk  Hedt- 
«r,  4  BobL,  344.) 

6.  Where  the  defendant  erected  a  stack 
of  ovens  upon  his  own  premises  in 
such  a  careless,  negligent  and  inseoors 
manner  that  the  structure  fell  upon  the 
house  of  an  adjoining  owner;  ffeld 
that  he  was  tiable  for  the  damage 
caused  thereby.   {Id.) 

7.  An  undertaker  was  employed  by  an  in- 
dividual, to  superintend  and  to  have 
the  whole  control  of  the  funeral  and 
barial  of  his  deceased  father ;  he  was 
to  furnish  a  certain  number  of  carri- 
ages and  horses,  one  of  which  he  was 
to  send  to  the  plaintilT,  and  carrv  her 
to  the  cemetery,  and  back  to  xfew 
York.  The  undertaker  furnished  the 
carriages  and  horses  as  agreed ;  and  un 
retuminff  from  the  cemetery,  the  dri 
ver  of  the  carriage  wherein  was  the 
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plaintiff,  stoped  at  a  hotel,  and  left  his 
nories  anhitched ;  and  while  he  was 
absent  they  ran  awaj  and  tfarowed 
the  plaintiff  out  of  the  carriage  and  in- 
jured her.  The  driver  was  the  ow- 
ner of  the  horses  and  carriage.  {Bon- 
(/ace  agt|  Btlyea,  anUf  457.) 

8.  JSiddf  that  the  plaintiff  eoald  not  sns- 
tain  an  aetion  for  damages  for  such  in- 
jniy  against  the  nndertaker.    {Id. ) 

9.  The  relaUon  of  matter  and  aervant  did 
not  exist  between  the  ondertaker  and 
the  driver.    {Id,) 

INSURANCE. 

1.  Where  parties  insured  paid  their  pre- 
miums in  gold  coin,  ana  in  considera- 
tion of  payment  in  that  manner,  the 
insurers  a^ed  to  pay  the  losses,  if  any, 
in  gold  com ;  ffela  that  the  insurers 


Barb,,  520) 

2.  But  an  insurance  company  is  not 
bound  to  pay  persons  msnred  their 
■hares  of  any  contingent  dividends  or 
profits,  in  gold  coin,  unless  there  is 
some  understanding  or  implied  agree- 
ment to  that  effecL    {Id, ) 

3.  Ajsnming  that  an  insurance  oompany 
ean  make  a  contract  of  insurance  with- 
out a  writing,  and  that  the  president  or 
secretary  are  duly  authorized  to^  make 
one,  any  agreement,  to  be  bindixiff  on 
the  company,  as  such,  ciust  at  ^ast 
have  all  the  elements  of  such  a  con- 
tract. {Tyler  agt  New  Amtterdam  Fire 

[7o.,  4  IML, 


Int.  Co,, 


,  151.) 


4.  There  are  at  least  five  mgredlents  nec- 
essary, in  a  contract  of  insurance,  viz. 
the  subject  matter;  the  risks insux«d 
against ;  the  amount  insured ;  the  du- 
ration oi  the  risks,  and  the  premium  of 
insurance;  and  a  contract  deficient  in 
any  of  these  is  incomplete.    (Id,) 

5.  A  promise  to  insure,  which  wants 
those  elements  of  a  contract  which 
consist  of  the  risks  insured  against, 
and  the  duration  of  the  insurance,  is 
too  vague  and  ind  finite  to  be  a  binding. 
{Id.) 

6.  The  maker  of  a  contracc,  in  the  form 
of  a  promissory  note,  by  which  he 
agreed  to  pay  to  an  insurance  com- 
pany a  certain  sum  of  money,  or  such 
assessments  on  the  same  as  the  trustees 
of  such  company  should  find  it  neces- 
sary to  make  to  pay  their  losses,  ac- 
oording  to  the  terms  of  his  subscription 
to  a  guaranty  fund  of  such  company, 
by  which  the  subscribers  to  sneh  tana 
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agreed  to  contribute  thereto  for  the 
indemnity  of  persons  insured  b^  soch 
oompany,  as  a  seeority,  in  addition  to 
expected  profits,  by  their  promissory 
notes,  to  be  held  by  the  company  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  paying  losses,  and 
be  resorted  to  for  an^  deficiency  by  a 
pro  rata  assessment,  is  liable  to  nucb 
company  for  the  amount  of  such  note ; 
where  it  was  authorized  by  its  charter 
to  receive  notes  and  other  securities  in 
advance  for  premiums  of  persons  in- 
tending to  receive  its  policies,  and  ne- 
gotiate the  same  only  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  claims  against  it  and  the 
persons  giving  such  notes  or  securities 
were,  by  another  statute,  entitled  to 
receive  six  per  cent  :thereon,  in  addi- 
tion to  any  other  profits;  and  the 
maker  of  such  note  nad  received  pro- 
fits thereon,  and  been  credited  with 
the  interest  on  it,  for  pxemiumSi  all 
other  funds' of  tne  company  having 
been  exhausted,  and  the  company  be- 
came insolvent  {Sone  Xutual  L\ft 
Int.  Oo,  agU  Periint,  4  BobL,  182.) 

7.  By  the  abandonment  by  the  owner  of 
^oods  insured  when  damaged  by  perils 
insured  against,  of  the  ipee  reaiwrandi 
therein  to  the  underwriter,  the  latter  is 
entitled,  on  paying  the  loss,  to  be  sub- 
rogated to  any  ri^ht  of  action  of  such 
owners  agfunst  third  parties  for  causing 
such  damage  by  their  negiigenoe. 
{Home  Ive,  Co.  agt  Wettem  Trans. 
Co.,  4  Bobt,  257.) 

8.  The  payment  of  the  loss  as  a  total  one 
alone,  entitles  the  insurer  to  be  subro- 
gated to  the  rights  of  the  consignees, 
so  far  as  such  loss  was   concerned. 

{Id.) 

9.  In  an  aetion  upon  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance for  a  loss  by  fire  of  a  stock  of 
goods  insured,  when  the  original  bills 
of  purchases  of  the  assured  are  in  the 
posession  of  the  insurers,  copies  of  en- 
tries in  a  blotter,  of  goods  bought, 
made  from  original  bills  of  purebMss 
from  time  to  time,  as  they  were  paid, 
and  of  payments  thereon,  as  they  00- 
cured,  made  by  a  witness,  or  in  his 
presence,  and  of  cash  paid  to  work- 
men for  wages,  compared  with  the 
books  of  such  workmen,  from  time  to 
time,  when  paid,  if  the  witness  who 
made  such  copies  testifies  that  they  are 
correct,  and  that  all  the  money  entered 
therein  as  paid,  was  paid,  are  admissi- 
ble in  evidence.  {DtQroot  agt  ISUton 
JFire  Ins,  Co.,  4  Roht.,  504.) 

10.  The  value  of  articles  insured  may  be 
determined  by  appraisers  appointed 
tmder  a  policy  of  insurance  merely  to 
estimate  the  damage  by  a  peril  insured 
against,  in  such  mode  as  they  think 
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proper.  They  are  not  bound  by  the 
same  roIe9  of  itriot  jodioial  inveitiga* 
tion  as  arbitrators.    {IdL) 

11.  lo  case  of  a  residenee  abroad  of  one 
member  of  a  firm,  he  is  boand  by  a 
snbmission  by  the  resident  partner 
thereof,  to  appraisers,  of  the  qaestion 
of  damages  to  property  of  snch  firm 
by  fire,  onder  a  condition  contained  in 
a  policy  of  insurance,  proTiding  for 
such  submission,  and  also  hy  the  ap- 
praisement Such  a  submission  and 
appraisement  are  not  an  arbitration 
and  award,  as  no  action  can  be  main- 
tained upon  them  alone.  The  aetion 
must  be  brought  on  the  policy  of  in- 
surance, and  snch  appraisement  is  only 
the  determination  of  an  incidental 
fact  Brink  atrt  New  Amsterdam  Firt 
Ins.  Cq.,  5  Mobt,  104.) 

liL  The  assured,  by  a  time  policy  upon  a 
vessel  which  provides,  that  the  lose  (if 
any,)  shall  be  payable  at  aoertain  time 
after  proof  of  loss  and  interest  and 
that  toe  premium  shall  be  dedooted 
from  the  loss,  are  entitled,  in  case  of  a 

StnenU  average  loss,  insolvency  of 
e  insarers,  and  an  appointment  of  a 
receiver  of  their  assets,  to  have  such 
loss  set  off  against  the  claim  of  such 
receivers,  on  a  premium  note  given  bv 
the  assured  for  the  premium  on  such 
(Pardo  agt  Otgood,  5  BobLf 


& 


13.  A  loss  incurred  by  a  solvent  assured 
under  a  policy  issued  by  insolvent  un- 
derwriters, before  the  insolvency  of 
the  latter  occurs,  is  a  "  muhial  debt  or 
ereditf^  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statutes  relative  to  trustees  of  insol- 
vent debtors,  capable  of  being  set  off 
against  the  premium  upon  such  policy ; 
although,  by  the  terms  of  the  pohey 
the  loss  be  not  payable  until  a  certain 
time  after  proof  of  it  and  interest,  and 
on  such  proof  was  presented  to  the  re- 
ceivers before  such  insolvency.    (Id.) 

14.  Where  "  ice "  is  excepted  fh)m  the 
perils  enumerated  in  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance, as  those  assumed  by  the  insurers, 
upon  a  caivo  of  a  vessel  described 
therein  as  *^lying  in  the  port  of  New 
York,"  the  latter  are  not  liable  for  a 
loss  occasioned  by  such  peril  to  the 
-cargo  while  such  vessel  was  being 
fastened  to  a  pier  in  the  East  river  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  just  after  hav- 
ing been  towed  from  her  previous 
berth  in  the  Hudson  river,  although 
the  enumerated  perils  were  declared 
in  the  policy  to  be  those  **  on  said  trip 
or  voyage,  or  while  lying  op  as  afore- 
said," without  any  mention  in  such 
policy  of  a  trip  or  voyage  of  any  kind ; 
«Dd  a  mere  permission  was  given  in 


such  poliey  to  tow  such  vessel  "from 
place  to  plaoe  in  New  York  harbor." 
(Vowt  agt  Soward  Int,  Co.,  5  JioftL, 
473.) 

15.  The  words  "  the  asured^"  in  the  cov- 
enant to  pay  contained  m  a  policy  of 
life  insurance,  are  to  be  oonstrued  to 
mean  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the 
insurance  is  made,  rather  than  the  one 
upon  whose  life  it  depends.  Thus, 
where  one  person  procures  his  own 
life  to  be  insured,  pays  the  premium, 
and  accepts  the  policy,  expressed  to  be 
for  the  Denefit  of  a  third  person,  the 
latter  may  recover  thereon  by  an  action 
in  his  or  her  own  name.  {HogU  agt 
Guardian  Lift  Int.  Co.,  4  Altb,  N.  A, 
346.) 

16.  An  erroneousanswer  by  an  applicant 
for  insurance,  addressea  to  the  medi- 
cal examiner  employed  by  the  insur- 
ance company, — Htid^  not  to  amount  to 
a  misrepresentation.    {Id.) 

INTEBPLKADEB. 

1.  In  an  action  upon  a  note  the  defendant 
showed  that  the  note  was  given  for 
the  price  of  goods  sold  to  the  defend- 
ant, and  that  a  third  person  had  sued 
defendant  for  the  proceeds  of  the  nme 
sale,  alleging  that  he  sold  the  goods 
to  the  defendant  in  his  own  right, 
while  the  plaintiiT'  claimed  that  snch 
third  person,  in  selling  the  goods,  had 
acted  as  pUintiirs  agent:  Held^  that 
the  case  was  a  proper  one  for  an  order 
that,  upon  defendant's  paying  the 
amount  of  the  note  and  interest  into 
oourt,  such  third  person  should  be  snb- 
sUtnted  as  defendant,  and  the  present 
defendant  be  discharged.  (t/oAiuloa 
agt.  Lemt,  4  Abb,  IT.  8.,  150.) 

2.  The  case  of  T^  agt  Hitt  (17  J6L 
Pr.,  436),  approved  but  distinguished. 
{Id.) 

lEBELEVANT  MATTER. 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  commission 
merchant  for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  propertv  received  from  the  plaintiffs, 
the  defendant  cannot  set  up  as  a  defense, 
that  the  shipment  of  the  property  was 
made  in  the  name  of  the  plaintifis  by 
mistake ;  that  it  should  have  been  ship- 
ped m  the  name  of  third  persons  who 
nad  made  advances  to  the  plaintiiEi  for 
a  portion  of  the  property ;  and  b^  the 
arrangements  between  the  plamtifls 
and  such  third  persons,  the  property 
was  to  be  shipped  in  the  name  or  the 
latter,  and  to  be  sold  on  their  account 
{AwbregtigL  IVsie,  aius,  379.) 
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3.  Snoh  allegations  are  irrelevant,  and 
are  properly  stricken  oat  as  such.  It  is 
a  proposition  to  litigate  as  a  volunteer, 
a  supposed  claim  of  third  persons,  wlio 
are  not  jNUties  to  the  suit.    {Id,) 

JOINT  DEBTORS. 

I.  An  action  agunst  two  defendants,  np- 
on  a  joint  and  several  contract  as 
Joint,  cannot  be  made  an  action  upon  it 
as  several,  unless  one  of  the  defen- 
dants is  stricken  from  the  record  as  a 
party,  or  has  a  defense  personal  to 
himself.  A  several  appeal  by  one  de- 
fendant will  not  divide  the  action  into 
two.  IBrmpn  tigL,Bichardton,  4  Sobt., 
603.) 

%  Under  the  Code,  any  one  or  more  co- 
plaintiffs  or  co-defenaant«  may  appeal 
alone,  without  notice  to  any  one  but 
the  opposite  party,  and  the  clerk ;  and 
such  appeal  by  one  will  not  prevent 
the  other  from  appealmg.    (Id.) 

3.  Although  one  of  several  joint  defen- 
dants, may  waive  any  defense  made  by 
him,  he  cannot  waive  that  of  his  co- 
defendant  ;  the  plaintiff  hM,  therefore, 
a  right  to  insist  that  the  issues  in  the 
action  shall  be  tried  aa  against  both 
together.    {Id,) 

4.  Where,  in  an  action  brouffht  against 
two  defendants,  as  joint  debtors,  the 
summons  is  served  on  only  one,  who 
appears,  no  appearance  bemg  entered 
for  the  other,  the  judgment  should  be 
entered  against  both  defendants,  but 
directing  the  amount  recovered  to  be 
made  of  the  ioint  property  of  both,  and 
the  individual  property  of  the  defen- 
dant served.  {Nor  ihem  Bank  of  Kt»r 
tacky  agt  TFrtgi^  5  SobL^  604.) 

5.  A  summons  against  a  joint  debtor  not 
served  in  the  action,  requiring  him 
(under  section  375  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure), to  shew  cause  why  he  should 
not  be  bound  by  the  judgment,  cannot 
be  issued  on  a  judgment  of  the  marine 
or  district  courts,  although  it  has  been 
docketed  in  the  county  clerk's  of&ce. 
{7}ieknor  agt.  Kaijudy,  4  Abb,  N.  8,, 
417.) 

JUDGMENT. 

1.  It  is  a  general  if  not  nniversal  princi- 
ple, that  an  action  and  judgment  be- 
tween two  pei«ons  shall  not  bind  or 
effect  a  third  person,  who  conld  not  be 
admited  to  make  a  defense,  to  examine 
witnesses^r  to  appeal  from  the  jar 
ment  {Yorkt  agt.  8UtUj  50 
397.) 


2.  Brinji^ng  an  action  npon  a  judgment, 
where  it  may  be  brought  at  all,  with- 
out the  leave  of  the  court  reouired 
by  the  7lBt  section  of  the  Code  or  Pro- 
cedure, is  a  mere  irregularity,  which 
may  be  waived  by  the  opposite  party 
by  not  taking  the  objection  in  time,  or 
otherwise.  It  does  not  constitute  any 
part  of  the  cause  of  action.  (XaiM 
agt  Salter,  4  Boht.,  239.) 

3w  The  remedy  of  the  plaintiff,  in  such  a 
case  is,  under  the  379th  and  following 
sections  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  to 
serve  those  defendants  not  originally 
served,  with  a  summons  to  show  cause 
why  they  should  not  be  bound  by  the 
judgment,  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
they  had  been  originally  summoned. 

4.  The  entry  of  satisfaction  of  a  judg- 
ment by  tne  clerk,  upon  filling  a  satis- 
faction piece,  sicned  and  acknowledged 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  therefore  fmly 
warranting  such  entry,  may  be  disre- 
garded by  the  plaintiff  when  such  sat- 
isfaction piece  was  executed  npon  a 
condition  which  had  not  been  per- 
formed, or  was  improperly  obtained 
and  filed  ]  and  he  may  issue  execution 
upon  his  J  udgment  as  unsatisfied.  {A.%- 
aanon,  agt.  SichoUu,  4  BobL,  630.) 

5.  A  judgment  does  not,  by  the  fUiuff  of 
the  satisfaction  piece  and  canceling 
the  docket  under  snch  circumstances, 
■o  £ar  lose  its  efficacy,  that  no  execu- 
tion can  be  issued  upon  it.  If  the 
plaintiff  chooses  to  disregard  the  entry 
of  satisfaction  and  to  issue  an  execu- 
tion, the  writ  will  be  deemed  regularly 
issued.    {Id.)  / 

6.  The  proper  and  regular  oonrse,  in  such 
a  ease,  however,  is  to  move  to  take  the 
sattsfiBkction  piece  off  the  files,  cancel 
the  entry  or  satisfaction,  and  restore 
the  docket,  before  issuing  execution. 

(ia.) 

7.  Only  a  party  to  the  record,  or  a  per- 
son navinff  some  legal  or  equitable  in- 
terest in  the  cancelment  of  a  judgment, 
is  entitled  to  apply  to  the  court  in 
which  it  has  been  recovered  to  vacate 
or  order  it  satisfied  of  record,  and  such 
application  must  be  founded  on  recog- 
nized legal  or  equitable  grounds.  A 
mere  stranger,  without  any  personal 
equity  therefor  who  does  not  snow  any 
personal  injury  to  arise  from  its  contin- 
uance is  not  entitled  to  snch  relief! 
(MaUer  of  Bten,  5  Bobt.^  643.) 

8.  If  snoh  judgment  be  a  lien  npon  the 
property  of  a  third  person,  all  parties 
interested  in  such  judg?ient,  or  its  con- 
tinuance, must  be  brought  before  the 
eonrt  by  action,  or  notice  of  the  appli- 
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catton,  whether  the  object  be  to  yaeftte 
the  jadgment  or  relieve  euoh  property 
from  ita  lien.    (7d) 

9.  Where  a  jadtfrneot  entered  to  stand  as 
■ecority,  has  oeen  assigned  to  third 
persons,  who  hold  it  as  secnrit^,  the 
plaintifi  has  an  interest  in  the  judg- 
mentf  upon  which  he  has  a  right  to  be 
heard,  or  at  least  notice  and  oppoitn- 
nity  to  be  heard,  before  the  court  can 
satisfy  it  of  record.    {Id.) 

10.  The  nsnal  decree  for  a  sale,  in  an 
action  to  foreclose  a  mortgagei  direct- 
ing the  premises  to  be  sold  by  the 
■heriff,  and  a  judgment  for  any  de- 
ficiency that  may  arise  to  be  docketed 
by  the  clerk,  istoefore  those  proceed- 
ings are  had,  a  "final  iodrment,'*  with- 
in the  provisions  of  tne  Code  as  to  ao- 
peals.  (Morrii  agt  Moranye,  4  Abo, 
If,  8.J  447.) 

11.  A  Judgment  is  to  be  regarded  as  in- 
terlocutory, only  when  it  reserves 
something  for  the  court  Judicially  to 
determine.    {Id.) 

13.  Where  an  offer  has  been  made  by  the 
respondent  under  section  371  or  the 
Coae  of  Procedure,  to  allow  the  judg- 
ment before  the  jnstioe  to  be  corrected, 
and  the  same  has  been  accepted  by  the 
appellant  and  the  judgment  corrected 
aocordingly : 

13.  Beldf  that  the  appellant  is  entitled 
to  an  order  or  judgment  of  the  appel- 
late court  for  the  recovery  of  the  amount 
of  his  disbursements  on  appeal,  and  his 
costs  in  the  court  below.  ( ThU  cote  U 
said  to  be  incorrectly  reported  in  vol.  35 
Sow.  Pr.  B.,  p.  364.)  {Ponto  agt 
Pkelptf  ante,  19.) 

14.  This  court  will  no  longer  allow 
judgments  to  be  affirmed  on  the  call  of 
(he  calendar  at  general  term,  if  the 
ea$e  has  not  been  settled  andfUd.  {Affirm 
mance  on  Default j  ante,  36o.) 

15.  And  no  such  cause  will  be  allowed 
to  be  put  upon  the  calendar,  unless  by 
an  order  of  a  justice  of  the  court. 
{Td.) 

6.  A  married  woman,  mn  J  under  the  stat- 
utes—1860-^62,  coTifess  a  judgment  to  ob- 
tain and  secure  a  loan  of  money  to  car- 
ry on  her  separate  business.  {Pirst 
National  Bank  of  Canandaigua  tLgL 
Oarlinghouse,  ante,  369.) 

17.  Where  she  is  expressly  auth<»ised  by 
the  satutes,  "  to  sue  and  be  sued,  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  she  were  sole,'*  she 
Is  impliedly  authorised  to  use  the  req- 
uisite and  ordinary  agencies  of  suing 
and  being  sued ;  that  is,  to  appoint  an 
ttttoroey  for  that  purpose.    And  when 


she  eonfessesa  judgment,  she  sabmitft 
to  be  sued  in  that  form  and  nuumer. 
{Id.) 

18.  JoHHSON.  J.,  dissentvng:  Holding  itk 
^ect,  that  the  courts  have  no  power  nor 
authority  to  extend  the  reletue  of  disa- 
bilities of  wtrtm-e  €U  common  law,  be- 
fond  those  expressly  prescribed  by  tht 
statutes.    {Id.i 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  The  act  of  April  26, 1831,  commonly 
called  the  '*  Stilwell  act,''  has  not  been 
repealed  by  the  Code  of  Proceednre* 
or  oy  any  provision  or  provisions  of 
the  latter  act  {People  agt.  Goodwin, 
50  Bar6.,562. 

2.  The  city  judge  of  New  York  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  proceedings 
under  the  Stilwell  act    {Id.) 

3.  Notwithstanding  the  abolition  of  the 
office  of  Supreme  Court  commissioner, 
bv  the  constitution  of  1846.  the  legis- 
lature has  the  constitutional  power  lo 
confer  on  the  city  judge,  or  the  re- 
corder of  the  city  of  New  York,  ju- 
risdiction to  entertain  proceedings 
under  the  ''Stilwell  act**  But  since 
the  office  was  abolished,  the  legisla- 
ture has  not  done  so.    {Id.) 

4.  It  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature, by  the  act  of  February  i8. 
1848,  {Laws  of  1848,  cA.  48,)  to  confer 
upon  the  recorder  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  jurisdiction  under  the  act  of 
1831;  he  not  beine  a  judge  of  the 
court  of  record  within  section  2  of  the 
former  act.  And  if  the  recorder  is 
not  a  judge  of  a  court  of  record,  the 
city  judge  is  not    (Id,) 

5.  When  a  court  has  jurisdiction,  every 
intendment  is  in  favor  of  the  regular- 
ity and  sufficiency  of  the  subsecjnent 
proceedings.  Especially  will  it  be 
presumed  that  the  court  obeyed  the 
mandate  of  a  statute  governing  the 
procedings.  {Rector,  Ac,  ^^inity 
Church  agt  Biggins,  4  RobL,  I.) 

6.  The  non-residence  of  the  defendant  in 
this  state,  and  the  survice  of  a  sum- 
mons upon  him  in  another  state,  and 
not  in  the  city  of  New  York,  in  an 
action  in  this  court,  when  set  up  in  an 
answer,  require  a  judgment  ror  the 
abatement  of  the  suit,  or  the  dismissal 
of  the  complaint  If  not  denied^  they 
ars  admitted,  and  there  is  no  issne, 
either  of  fact  or  of  law,  in  the  case,  to 
be  tried.  {Sullivan  agt  lVa£«e,  4  BobL^ 
616.) 

7.  An  appearance  hy  putting  in  an  an- 
swer protesting  against  the  exercise  ot 
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iorisdiotioii,  is  not  Bveh  an  appearance 
as  waives  the  objection  to  tne  joris- 
dictiou  of  the  coarU    {Id.) 

8.  Kor  is  the  mere  subscription  of  an 
answer  with  the  name  of  an  attomej 
sach  an  appearance  as  to  waive  any 
objection  to  the  jorisdicUon.    \Id.) 

JUROB& 

t.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  a 
iibel«  respecting  the  plaintiff's  conduct 
in  the  management  of  theatrical  rep- 
resentations, the  fact  that  a  juror  de- 
clares himself  opposed  to  tneatrical 
representations,  is  not  a  ground  of 
challange  for  principle  canse.  {Mar- 
etxk  agt.  CauldwU,  6  JBcbL^  6^,) 

2.  Such  an  opinion  does  not  amount  to 
absolute  incompentency,  and  is  there- 
fore only  a  gionnd  of  chalange  to  the 
favor.    {I<L) 

JUSTICES  COUBTa 

I.  On  an  application  by  a  party  for  an 
adjournment,  in  a  jnstie's  court,  the 
Justice  has  the  right  to  allow  the  oppo- 
site party  to  introduce  evidence  show- 
ing that  the  apnlication  is  not  made  in 
good  faith  ana  is  groundless.  (Weed 
agt.Xee,50  j9ar6.,354.) 

S:  An  appellate  court  will  not  interfere 
with  the  discretion  of  a  Justice  of  the 
peace  in  determining  a  question  of 
adjournment,  except  in  a  clear  case  of 
an  abuse  of  such  aiscretion.    (Id,) 

3.  A  person  deputied  by  a  Justice  of 
the  peace  to  serve  a  summons,  must  ez- 
eente  it  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
statute  requires  a  oonstable  to  execute 
such  process.  Jadrnm  agt.  Shenpood, 
50  Barb.,  356.) 

4.  He  must,  therefore,  serve  the  sum- 
mons and  make  the  return  in  writine, 
in  tfaA  same  manner  as  a  constable,  m 
order  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  a  jus- 
tice,   {Id.) 

5.  This  <'ourt  will  not  try  the  truth  or  fal- 
sity of  pleadinj^  upon  affidavits ;  nor 
that  they  were  interposed  in  bad  faith, 
if  they  appear  sufficient  upon  their  face. 
{IStller  agt.  Brierly,  ante,  47.) 

6.  Under  the  Uw  of  \^^,  if  the  amount 
Udgated  before  a  justice  of  the  peace 
exceeded  the  sum  of  $50,  an  appeal 
might  be  taken  and  a  new  trial  had  in 
the  county  court,  before  a  juiy.    {Id.) 

7.  Under  the  amendment,  in  1865,  ot  the 
law  of  1862,  where,  before  the  justice, 
the  pleadinffs  demand  judgment  tor  an 
amount  exceeding  $50,  a  new  trial  may 


be  had  in  the  county  oourt.  upon  ap. 
peal  thereto;  and  that, whether  the  de- 
fendant appears  upon  the  trial  before 
the  justice  or  not     {Id.) 

8L  Therefore,  a  defendant,  without  any 
merits,  can  insert  a  count  in  his  ans- 
wer claiming  a  sum  against  the  ])Iain- 
tiff  exceeding  $50,  and  demanding  judg- 
ment therefor,  and  abandon  the litiin- 
tion  before  the  Justice  for  any  cause  nis 
fancy  may  suggest,  and,  if  judgment 
goes  against  him,  appeal  to  the  county 
oourt    {Id.) 

9.  A  juttiet  of  the  peace  has  the  power 
and  may  amend  a  complaini,  at  any 
time  before  trial,  by  substituting^  one 
form  of  action  for  another.  {Bi^elow 
agt  i>iMii,  anUf  120.> 

10.  A  defendant,  in  pleading  title  to  land 
in  a  justice's  court,  is  not  restricted  to 
interposing  it  at  the  time  of  Joiniruj  t#- 
tue,  as  required  bv  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes, but  may,  under  the  Code,  put  In 
his  answer  or  title  and  undertaking  af- 
terwards. {Weekt  agt  Streble.  amU, 
123.; 

11.  The  rule  in  tkjvttiee't  court  w  the  same 
as  in  all  other  courts,  that  if  a  material 
part  of  the  plaintiff's  case  is  wholly  un- 
supported by  evidence,  a  judgment  in 
bis  favor  will  be  reversed  on  appeal, 
whether  the  trial  be  with  or  witnout 
a  jury.    {Moore  agt  Noble,  ante,  385.) 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  The  liability  of  the  owner  of  a  build- 
ing for  injuries  to  third  persons,  caused 
by  a  defect  in  the  construction  of  it  or 
its  appurtenances.withont  any  immedi- 
ate or  active  agency  on  his  part,  does 
not  extend  to  his  mere  a^nts  or  those 
employed  by  him.  {Bobbtne  agL  MowU, 

2.  The  owner  of  a  fixture  in  a  building, 
whose  use,  if  made  with  proper  care, 
will  not  be  productive  of  injury  to  any 
one,  is  not  responnble  for  its  negligent 
or  careless  use  by  third  persons,  even 
if  he  has  parted  with  its  control  to 
them.  For  any  injaries  arising  from 
such  improper  use,  only  the  person 
guilty  01  it  is  responsible.     But  the 

Serson  injured  is  not  entitled  to  any  in- 
emnification,  if  his  own  negligence 
has  concurred  in  prodncmg  the  injury. 
{Id.) 

3.  The  duty  of  a  landlord  towards  his 
tenants,  m  regard  to  the  fixtures  in  a 
building,  for  supplyiuff  such  tenants 
with  water,  ends  witn  their  proper 
eontruction  and  the  sufficiency  of  the 
materials  of  which  they  are  composed 
to  enable  them  to  be  used  with  safety, 
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if  Hied  with  ordinaiy  cam.  Their 
responsibility  does  not  last  daring  the 
whole  continnaooe  of  SQch  fixtures  for 
the  improper  conduct  of  others  in  cans- 
ing  them  to  do  damage  by  an  overflow 
of  water,  or  other  careless  use  of 
them.     (Id.) 

4.  In  the  city  of  New  York,  a  tenant  who 
holds  oyer,  and  remains  in  poseession 
of  premises  leased  to  him  at  a  certain 
rent,  with  the  assent  of  the  owner,  af- 
ter the  expiration  of  the  term,  without 
any  new  agreement  as  to  the  rent,  be- 
comes a  tenant  from  year  to  year,  and 
liable  for  the  rent,  at  the  same  rate,  no 
to  the  Ist  of  May  next  after  the  hold- 
ing under  such  tenancy  commenced. 
rWiu  agt  Mayor,  dc,  Jf.  T.,  5  BobU, 
24o.) 

5.  Where  a  lease  for  a  term  of  oyer  two 
years,  executed  on  behalf  of  the  cor- 
poration of  the  city  of  New  York  by 
the  comptroller,  was  good  for  two 
^ears,  at  least,  of  the  term  demised  by 
ity  as  authorized  and  directed  by  an  or- 
dimuice  of  the  common  council  of  that 
city ;  Htld  that  the  eaXxj  of  ihe  cor- 
poration thereunder,  their  continued 
puaeasion,  and  payment  of  the  rent, 
were,  together,  sujBcient  to  establish 
their  aoquiescenoo  in,  and  ratification 
of^  the  contract  so  made  by  their  agent 
and  oflicer,  as  to  its  excess  of  the  au- 
thority expiessly  conferred  upon  him 
by  them.    (IcU) 

6.  One  who  has  leased  premises  to  the 
corporation  of  New  York  may  recover 
of  such  corporation,  as  for  waste,  such 
damages  as  he  has  sustained  by  reason 
of  iujaries  done  to  his  building  oy  them, 
or  their  officers  or  employees,  in  fitting 
the  same  for  their  own  use  while  occu- 
pying them.    {Id.) 

7.  Such  a  claim  does  not  depend,  alone, 
upon  any  covenants  in  the  lease,  but 
exists  independently  of  them,  also,  alt 
common  law.    (Id.) 

8.  An  action  by  a  landlord,  or  a  new  ten- 
ant, against  a  lessee  in  possession,  to 
recover  poseession  of  the  land,  or  sum- 
mary proceedings  before  a  magistrate 
for  tnat  purpose,  do  not  constitute  such 
on  *' injury,"  as  is  intended  by  the 
319th  section  of  the  Code.  (McQwm 
agt.  Palmer,  5  Bobt.,  607.; 

9.  The  making  of  a  parol  lease  by  the 
owner  of  land  constitutes  a  le$|al  title 
in  the  lessee,  which  he  is  entitled  to 
defend  against  all  the  world,  by  all  the 
means  the  law  permits  for  the  defense 
of  proiierty  against  an  arbitrary  as 
■ailant;  and  constitutes  a  complete 
barrier  to  all  attempts  legally  to  eject 


him.  before  the  legal  termination  of 
the  lease.    {Id.) 

10.  A  parol  lease  of  premises,  from  the 
owner,  is  a  perfectly  good  defense  to 
any  proceedings  to  eject  the  lesseo 
summarily,  or  to  an  action  to  recover 
the  possession  of  the  land.  (9uap  agt 
Keying,  5  BobL,  609.; 

11.  Against  unlawful  violence  the  tenant 
has  the  protection  of  magistrates  and 
the  police,  if  unable  to  resist  it  bj 
himself  alone.  A  court  of  equity  is 
not  a  proper  tribunal  to  prevent  or  re- 
dress suen  wrongs.    {Id.) 

13.  It  is  a  sound  principle  that  the  adioa 
for  use  and  occupation  is  founded  upon 
contract,  and  lies  only  when  the  rela- 
tion of  landlord  and  tenant  exist 
{CoU  agt  Planer,  4  Ahb,  N.  S.,  14a) 

13.  But  a  contract,  in  order  to  suaAain 
the  action  need  not  be  expreea ;  it  may 
be  implied  from  circumstances,— «.  a., 
firom  tne  facts  thnt  the  plaiotiff  notified 
the  defendant  he  would  oharge  defen- 
dant a  certain  rent  for  the  premise^ 
and  the  defendant,  under  suen  notke, 
entered  upon,  and  used  them.    (Id,) 

13.  Possession  of  leased  premises,  the 
property  of  the  plaintifT,  in  an  action 
for  use  and  occupation,  is  sufficient 
evidence  of  an  assignment  of  them  by 
the  original  lessee  to  the  defendant  to 
enable  the  owner  to  recover  against 
the  defendant  directly.  {Id.) 

15.  Where  the  owner  of  a  farm  enten 
iitto  an  airreement  with  a  tenant,  and 
leta  him  his  fai-m  on  terms  in  substance, 
that  the  owner  is  to  furnish  the  farm 
with  the  live  stock  agreed  upon,  and 
certain  parts  of  the  seed,  gpiin  and 
grass  seeds,  and  the  tenant  is  to  fur- 
nish and  supply  the  residue,  and  per- 
form the  labor  and  devote  the  care  re- 

auired  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
le  farm  in  a  workmanlike  manner, 
providing  for  and  taking  care  of  the 
stock  and  its  increase,  and  to  leave  up- 
on the  farm  at  the  expiration  of  hi« 
term,  the  same  amount  of  live  stock 
he  received  from  the  owner,  ameinr 
to  deliver  to  the  owner  one»half  of  all 
the  products  of  the  farm ;  but  no  pro- 
vision made  of  the  hay  which  sbeuld 
be  raised  on  the  fiarm: 

16.  The  enterprise,  though  not  a  pa^tJle^ 
ship  is  in  the  nature  of  one ;  the  lea- 
ding object  beiuff  to  place  the  tenant 
in  a  situation  wnere  he  could  work 
the  farm  on  shares  for  the  benefit  of 
both.  {Bwrdick  agt.  WaMmm^cmU, 
468.; 

17.  The  tenant  therefore  had  a  right  to 
feed  out  the  hay,  on  the  farmi  to  the 
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stoek  and  hones  deeignated  in  the 
agreement  to  be  kept  on  (he  iann : 
and  if  there  was  any  excess  of  hay  re- 
maining after  he  had  performed  all  his 
obliffaiions  nnder  the  agreeitent,  it  be- 
longed to  him  and  not  to  the  owner. 
{Id.) 

18.  The  owner,  before  the  expiration  of 
the  term,  havinff  tamed  the  tenant  ont 
of  possession  of  the  premises,  and  ta- 
ken possession  himself,  on  the  alleged 
ffroand  that  the  tenant  was  feedin)^  nis 
(tenant's)  horses  on  the  hay  in  viola- 
tion of  the  agreement,  laid  himself  lia- 
ble in  damages  to  the  tenant  for  the 
Talae  of  whatever  excess  of  hay  there 
might  be  proved  to  be.    {Id.) 


LESSOR  AKD  LESSEE* 

1.  Where  a  lease  for  a  term  of  years  gives 
to  the  lessee  the  right  to  pnrehase  the 
premises  at  any  time  within  the  first 
three  years,  on  pairing  a  specified  som, 
and  the  lessee,  aarinff  the  period  speci- 
fied, porchases  and  obtains  the  title  of 
two  of  the  five  heirs  of  the  lessor,  it 
seems  thiswiU  be  deemad  vk  part  per- 
Jbrmaunce  on  his  part,  and  on  the  part 
of  the  heirs,  showing  an  unequivocal 
election  on  his  part  to  purchase  the 
property,  and  a  recognition  bv  them  of 
such  right,  which  will^  without  any 
further  tender,  entitle  him  to  file  a  bill 
for  a  specific  performance.  {Kerr  agt 
Pardy,  50  Barb.,  24.; 

U.  It  seems  that  on  the  death  of  the  lessor, 
in  such  a  lease,  the  interests  of  his  heirs 
in  the  premises  become  severed,  and 
the  lessee  must  purchase  of  eaeh  his 
interest  separately.    ^Id.) 

3.  Where  premises  agreed  to  be  sold  are 
incumbered  by  a  dower  right  and  by  a 
mortgage,  a  strict  tender  of  the  pur- 
chase money  by  the  vendee  is  not  nec- 
essary.   {Id.) 

4.  Aithouirh,  strictly  speakinff,  an  estate 
ac  will  is  where  one  man  lets  land  to 
another  to  hold  at  the  will  of  the  lessor ; 
the  agreement  expressly  providing  that 
the  premises  shall  be  so  held:  yet  if  a 
tenant  be  placed  on  land  withoat  any 
term  prescribed,  or  rent  reserved,  and 
as  a  mere  occupier,  he  is  only  a  tenant 
at  will.  {SarsluldBigyHealy.fiOBarb, 
245.) 

5.  Where  there  it  no  coyenant  in  a  lease 
restricting  the  use  of  the  premises  by 
the  lessee,  bnt  only  by  saVlessees, 
such  sub-lessees  are  bound  by  the  cove- 
nant, because  it  runs  with  the  land. 
{Impvrt^rs  ai»d  TradKri  Ins.  Co.t  agt. 
Christie,  bSobL,im.) 


6.  Where  a  lease  contains  a  covenant  en 
the  part  of  the  lessee  not  to  under  let 
the  premises,  to  any  one  whuse  busi- 
ness or  signs  are  considered  objection- 
able by  the  lessor,  or  without  his  writ- 
ten consent,  an  injunction  order  is  only 
proper  a£[ainst  a  sab-lessee  in  case  the 
Dusmess  intended  to  be  conducted  by 
him  should  prove  "objectionable''  to 
the  lessor,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
covenant.    {Id.) 

7.  The  acceptance  of  rent  due  after  a 
forfeiture  nas  occnred  by  the  breach 
of  a  condition  in  the  lease  as  to  under 
letting,  after  an  action  has  been  com- 
menced to  recover  the  demised  premi- 
ses for  such  forfeiture,  is  not  a  waiver 
of  it    {Id.) 

8.  In  an  action  to  recover  demised  pre- 
mises for  forfeiture  of  the  term,  by 
reason  of  non-performance  by  the 
lessee  of  a  covenant  contained  in  the 
lease  thereof;  **  to  keep  the  premises  in 
good  repair,  and  do  all  necessary  re- 
pairs upon  the  building,  (upon  such 
premises,)  and  the  gas  and  Croton  wa- 
ter pipes,''  under  a  clause  of  forfeiture 
for  non-performance  of  covenants  con- 
tained in  such  lease,  if  it  be  established 
that  the  building  was  allowed  to  be  out 
of  repair  at  any  time,  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover,  firom  whatever 
cause  such  defect  may  have  arisen, 
notwithstanding  such  lease  contains  an 
additional  covenant  by  the  lessee  to 
"  quit  and  surrender  the  premises  in  as 
good  state  and  condition  as  reasonable 
use  and  wear  thereof  would  permit, 
damages  by  the  elements  excepted.'' 
Barboitr,  J.  dissented.  {Kling  agk 
Dress,  5  SobL,  521.) 

LIENa 

1.  The  states  have  the  right  to  enact 
laws  creating  liens  upon  domestic  ships 
or  vessels,  lor  supplies,  repairs,  Slc, 
furnished  them  in  home  ports ;  and  the 
act  of  the  legislature  of  this  state 
*<to  provide  for  the  collection  of  de- 
mands against  ships  and  vessels," 
.passed  April  24,  1862,  is  constitutional 
and  valio.  {Matter  of  Sleamthip  Cfir- 
cassian,  50  Barb.,  490.) 

2.  An  attachment  may  therefore  be  issued 
out  of  a  stute  court  afcsinst  a  steam- 
boat, nnder  that  act,  for  supplies  fur* 
nished  for  her  in  the  cit^  of  New  York 
(her  home  port),  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  congress,  giv- 
ing to  the  district  courts  of  tne  United 
Srates  **  exclusive  cognisance  of  all  eivo 
il  causes  of  admiralty  and  maritime 
jarisdiotion."    {M) 
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S.  The  Jodiciaiy  aotof  oongrets  of  1789, 
MCtiou  9  (StatutMotLar^  73),  declar- 
ing that  district  oonrts  of  the  United 
States  shall  have  ^'ezclosiTe  cogni 
laoce  ot  all  oivil  causes  of  admiralty 
and  maritime  jarisdiction,"  saving  to 
soitors  in  all  cases  the  right  of  a  com- 
mon law  remedj,  where  the  common 
law  is  competent  to  ffive  it,  does  not 
depriye  state  courts  of  the  right  to  en- 
force bj  attachment  a  lien  against  a 
steamboat  running  between  the  city  of 
Kew  York  (her  home  porf ),  and  a  port 
in  a  sister  state,  for  supplies  furnished 
her  under  the  act  of  the  legislature  of 
the  state  of  New  York  "  to  provide  for 
the  collection  of  demands  against  ships 
and  vesseU,"  passed  April  24,  18o2. 
{Bird    Hgt.    JSUamboat  JastphMC,    50] 

4.  EzcIuBlve  jurisdiction  in  such  cases  is 
not  vested  in  oonrts  of  admiralty  of  the 
United  States.    {Id,) 

5.  Torts  arc  not  ordinary  commercial 
transactions,  and,  therefore,  are  not 
subjects  of  a  lien.  Nor  can  the  right 
of  election,  which  the  law  gives  a 
part^  injured,  to  convert  a  tortious  con- 
Tersion  into  a  contract  of  sale,  be  made 
use  of  to  create  a  lien  for  the  money 
debt  thereby  produced,  upon  goods  held 
in  pursuance  of  an  ordinarycommercial 
relation  by  contract.  {Tkacher  agt. 
ffannahs,  4  BohLy  407.) 

.€L  The  doctrine  of  a  fketor's  lien  for  a 
general  balance  of  acooonts,  never 
went  so  far  as  to  embrace  even  the 
price  of  goods,  sold  by  a  factor  to  his 
principal,  not  connected  with  the  gen- 
eral purposes  of  their  relation  as  prin- 
cipal and  agent.  JPtr  Robertson,  Ch. 
J.    {Id) 

7.  Where  goods  come  to  the  poBsession 
of  a  party  by  a  mistake  of  vniich  he  is 
fully  aware  at  the  time,  and  subse- 
quently, for  voluntary  repairs  put  by 
him  upon  the  property  he  claims  a  lien 
thereon,  for  wnico  he  detains  it,  he  be- 
comes a  wrongdoer  from  the  beginning, 
and  conseouently  liable  in  an  action  for 
a  wrongful  taking  and  detention,  and 
no  demand  for  tne  delivery  need  be 
alleged.     {Purves  agU  Mol^  5  Bobt^ 

8.  A  conveyance  of  premises  made  in 
fraud  of  a  meckanict'  lien  will  have  no 
effect  to  bar  or  preclude  the  foreclosure 
of  such  lien,  although  the  notice  of  lien 
is  filed  subsequent  to  such  conveyance, 
but  within  the  statutory  limit.  (Jfee- 
Aanagt.  Williams,  ante,  73.) 

9.  The  tuM  of  trnformanee  of  the  work 
stated  in  a  building  contract  in  writing, 
under  seal,  may  be  extended  or  waiv^ 


by  pafol.  And  such  eztensioa  or  wai- 
ver need  not  be  established  by  positive 
testimony ;  it  mav  be  inferred  froas  or- 


10.  An  appellate  tribunal  will  not  be  jus- 
tified in  assuming  anything  not  clearly 
deducible  from  the  evidence  which  m 
before  it,  and  should  not  be  nnmindful 
of  the  consideration  that  the  evidence 
is  rarely,  if  ever,  broiight  before  it  in 
as  perfect  a  form  as  it  was  rsceived. 
{Id) 

MANX7FACTUBINQ    CORPORA- 
TIONa 

1.  The  polio]r  of  the  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture authorizing  the  formation  of  com- 
panies to  carry  on  any  mechanical 
Duainess,  {Laws  of  1848,'  ch.  40,)  and 
the  prevention  of  injustice,  require  the 
liability  of  trustees  under  it  to  be  con- 
fined to  debts  contracted  by  them- 
selve.  {McHarg  agt.  Eastmaik  4  Boht, 
635.) 

2.  The  ,12th  section  of  the  statute  must 
be  construed  as  if  it  read  *'  for  all  debts 
then  existing,  (contracted  by  them,) 
and  for  all  that  snail  be  contracted  (by 
them)  before  such  report  shall  M 
made."    {Id.) 

I 

3.  A  trustee  of  such  a  company  can, 
therefore,  only  be  made  liable  for 
dAU  conirtLcUd  vt\ki\%  he  is  trustee.  A 
mere  judraient  is  not  such  a  debt.  The 
case  of  OarriMon  agt  Uovce,  (17  if.  K 
Bep.  458,)  apparently  to  the  oontraiyy 
commented  on  and  explained.    {Id.) 

4.  The  phrase  *'  the  place  where  the  busi- 
ness of  the  company  is  carried  on,*'  in 
the  statute,  has  a  technical  meaning, 
and  refers  to  the  place  designated  in  tM 
certificate  of  incorporation.  That  is 
required  to  detignate  the  town  and 
county  in  which  the  operations  of  the 
company  are  to  be  carried  en.  It  is 
with  the  clerk  of  such  county  tnat  the 
report  is  required  to  be  filed.  Hence, 
an  allegation  that  it  was  not  filed  with 
the  clerk  of  another  county  where  the 
company  might  actually  have  carried 
on  its  business,  amounts  to  nothing. 
{Id.) 

5.  Where  a  petroleum  company  newly 
organized  authorized  W.  their  pres^ 
ident  and  L.  one  of  their  trustees,  to 
sell  4,000  shares  of  stock  of  the  said 
company  for  $3.50  per  share,  the  par 
value  neing  $10,  and  W.  received 
Arom  the  plaintiff  $1,750,  and  gave  a 
receipt  for  that  sum  from  the  plaintaffin 
full  for  700  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of 
the  company,  the  receipt  to  be  ex 
ohanged  for  certificates  of  stock  on  prs> 
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Bentatkm  to  the  lecretarr  and  signed 
the  reoeii)t  <*for  J.  Q.  W.,  trefuarer/* 
— ^it  eonstitatee  a  valid  contract  on 
the  Ikoe  of  it,  binding  the  companj  to 
deliyer  the  stock  for  which  the  pluintilTs 
money  was  received.  {Otter  agt  Brt- 
voort  PttroUum  Co.^  aiUe,  330.) 

6.  There  is  no  mie  of  public  policy  that 
requires  a  coart  to  relieve  defendants 
fW>m  a  contract,  other  wise  without 
objection,  binding  it  to  the  delivery 
of  shares  in  its  capital  for  a  price  below 
theparvalae.  (PrtLbonard,  j:)  {Id,) 

7.  Where  a  judgment  is  rendered  for 
damages  against  a  company  for  the 
non-delivery  of  300  shares  of  its  capital 
stock  at  the  highest  market  rates  be- 
tween the  time  when  the  plaintiff  de- 
manded oertificates  therefor  and  the  day 
of  trial,  waiving  the  specific  delivery 
of  the  shares,  the  plaintiiF  claiming 
that  the  company  had  rendered  them- 
selves incapable  of  performing  the  con- 
tract saed  on,  because  the  particular 
shares  had  been  conveyed  to  another ; 
nevertheless,  the  rule  ol^  damages  stated 
is  correct ;  bnt  it  should  also  be  shown 
that  the  company  had  not  other  shares 
for  which  tbey  could  lawfully  issue  cer- 
tificates to  the  plaintiff,  If  they  were 
nnder  obligations  to  do  so.    {la.) 

8.  Where  the  plaintiff  porchased  of  W. 
acting  as  aforesaid,  on  behalf  of  the 
company,  500  shares  of  its  capital  stock 
and  represented  to  W.  that  he  had  pre- 
viously purchased  of  L.,  also  acting  as 
aforesaid  on  behalf  of  the  company, 
800  shares  more,  and  W.  believing  such 
representation  as  to  the  !200  shares  to 
be  true,  received  pay  for  the  700  shares 
and  gave  receipt  as  aforesaid ;  and  it 
turned  out  such  representation  was  un- 
true in  fact,  and  the  company  thereup- 
on tendered  back  to  the  plaintiff  the 
money  for  the  200  shares  and  refused 
to  issue  the  certificates  for  the  200 
•hares;  notwithstanding  such  receipt 
and  payment,  there  was  not  a  valid  and 
binding  contract  between  the  plaintiff 
and  defendants  as  to  the  200  shares. 
(Id.) 

9.  The  agreement  to  sell  was  signed  by 
W.  under  a  mistake  at  least,  as  to  the 
tact  of  a  sale  made  L.,  which  mistake 
occurred  by  the  erroneous  statement  of 
the  pUintiff.    {Id,) 

KABRIED  WOMEN. 

1.  A  married  woman  is  not  liable  for  the 
doctor's  or  nnrse's  bill,  contracted  for 
attendance  upon  her ;  unless  she  has 
charged  her  separate  property  there- 
with. The  husband  is  labia  for  these 
expenses,  and  in  an  action  brought 


by  him  they  will  constitute  component 
parts  of  the  damaf^e  sustained  by  hiziL 
{Moody  Bgt.  Oaffoodj  60  Barb,,  W,) 

2.  Hence  in  an  action  by  a  married  wo- 
poan  to  recover  damages  for  a  persnoal 
injury,  occasioned  by  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant,  she  cannot  recover 
the  physician's  and  nurse's  bill  as  an 
item  of  damages.    {Id.) 

3.  In  equity,  generally,  a  husband  may 
make  a  gift  to  bis  wife,  inter  vivat; 
and  such  gift  may  be  made  with  or 
without  the  intervention  of  trustees. 
It  need  not  be  evidenced  or  made  by 
formal  deed  of  trust  or  of  gift,  or  even 
by  any  formal  writing,  but  may  be  by 
mere  acts  and  declarations;  and  if 
necessary,  the  court  will  regard  the 
husband,  in  such  cases,  as  trustee  for 
the  wife.  [Lockwood  agt  OqUmk,  4 
ifoftt,  129) 

4.  Such  mle  in  equity  is  not  abrogated 
by  the  acts  of  the  legislature,  of  1948, 
and  1849,  *'for  the  more  effctual  pro- 
tection of  the  propeny  of  married  wo- 
men,'* uotwiilistauding  they  declare 
that  ^*  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  mar- 
ried female  to  receive  *  •  •  *  from 
any  person  other  than  her  hu^Mnd.^ 

5.  As  nnder  the  acts  of  1848, 1849, 1860, 
and  1862,- a  married  woman  can  earry 
on  business  on  her  own  separate  ac- 
count, and  a  stranger  can  set  tier  up  in 
business,  a  fortiori  her  husband  can 
set  her  up  in  business  on  such  account. 
{Id) 

6.  In  action  by  a  purchaser  for  value 
from  a  married  woman,  of  land  which 
her  husband  purchased,  but  which 
was  conveyed  to  her  in  her  own  name, 
and  which  she  afterwards  conveyed  to 
plaintiff,  brought  to  recover  possession 
of  the  land,  a  parol  agreement  be- 
tween the  hushnnd  and  the  wife,  though 
made  before  the  plaintiff's  purchase, 
that  the  land  should  be  considered  as 
belonging  to  a  child  of  the  husband 
and  wife,  and  should  be  held  by  the 
husband  in  trust  for  the  benent  of 
such  child,  forms  no  defense.  (Oray 
agt.  Croquet,  4  Abb.  N.  S.,  113.). 

7.  Nor  is  the  feet  that  the  husband  pro 
cured  the  couvevance  of  such  property 
to  his  wife  for  toe  putpose  of  securing 
a  home  for  himself  and  familyin  case  of 
fdtare  misfortunes,  any  defense  to  inch 
an  action.    {Id,) 

a  Under  the  act  of  March  20,  1860 
(Lavft  of  1860,  157,  $  1,)— which  ex- 
emots  toe  separate  property  of  a  mar- 
riea  woman  from  liability  lor  debts  oi 
her  husband,  except  such  as  may  have 
been  contracted  for  sbpportof  **fienelf 
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or  ber  children/*'^it  is  not  BoiBeient 
to  allege  in  the  complaint  in  an  action 
to  churge  ber  estate,  that  the  debt 
was  oontracted  for  the  sapport  of  her- 
eelf  and  her  fatmUf,    iVadaUime  agt 

9.  An  action  to  reach  the  separate  es- 
tate of  the  wife,  in  a  case  within  the 
act  shonld  be  special,  seeking  that  re- 
lief odIj;  ana  it  is  not  competent 
to  join  both  husband  and  wife,  and  ask 
a  ffeneral  judgment  against  both,  as 
well  as  an  execution  against  her  sep- 
arate estate.    {Id,) 

10.  Where  a  married  woman,  being  an  ta- 
fantt  took  a  deed  of  land,  upon  which 
there  was  an  existing  mortgage,  which 
she  assumed  to  pay  as  a  part  of  the  con- 
sideration money  for  the  premises  con- 
Teyed :  subsequently,  ana  while  an  in- 
fant, sne  conveved  the  premises  with 
warranty  of  tide  and  took  the  pur 
chaser's  covenant  to  assume  the  same 
mortgage,  and  on  a  foreclosure  of  the 
mortgage  subsequently,  and  after  she 
had  become  of  full  age,  she  appeared  in 
(he  foreclosure  suit  by  attorney  and  put 
in  no  answer,  and  judgment  was  enter- 
ed in  foreclosure  as  if  she  had  been  an 
adult  duriuff  tlie  whole  transaction : 
{Flinn  agt  JPowers,  aate,  289.) 

«.].  ffeldj  that  by  her  suffering  the  fore- 
closure complaint,  In  which  she  was 
made  a  defendant,  to  be  taken  as  con- 
fessed by  her,  she  determined  that  the 
act  done  by  her  in  infancy — the  cove- 
nant to  assume  and  pav  toe  mortgage, 
should  stand,  and  renaered  her  liable 
for  a  deficiency.  (Lott.  «/*.,  dtMenting. 
AMming  8.  U.  at  special  term.  35  How. 
2/8.)    (Id.) 

12.  A  married  tromaa,  may  under  the 
statutes — 1860-*62,  confess  a  judgment 
to  obtain  and  secure  h  loan  of  money 
to  carry  on  her  separate  business 
{Firet  ffational  Bank  of  Canandaigua 
agt.  Garlinghouse^  ante,  369.) 

13.  Where  she  is  expressly  authorized  by 
the  statutes,  '*to  sue  and  be  sued,  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  sole," 
she  is  impliedly  authorized  to  use  the 
reqnsite  and  ordinary  agencies  of  suing 
and  being  sued ;  that  is,  to  appoint  an 
attorney  for  that  purpose.  And  when 
she  confesses  a  iudgment,  she  submits 
to  bo  sued  in  tnat  form  and  manner. 
{Id.) 

A,  Johnson,  J!,  dissenting:  Holding  in 
^ecU  that  the  courts  have  no  power  nor 
OMihority  to  extend  the  release  of  disabil- 
ities of  coverture  at  common  laWj  beyond 
those  expressly  prescribed  by  the  stcUufes. 
{Id.) 


15.  The  wift'tf  sqwrat*  estate  cannot  ba 
charged  with  a  debt  fraudulently  con- 
tracted, without  her  privity,  sanction, 
or  adoption,  whether  such  fraud  ba  com- 
mitted by  her  husband  or  any  of  her 
Rdathrea ;  altfao^  the  materials  for 
which  the  debt  was  created  went  di- 
rectly for  the  benefit  of  her  separate 
estate  with  her  full  knowledge.  {Oor- 
nitig  agt.  LewiSf  antej  425.) 

MOBTQAQOS  AND  UORTQAOEE. 

1.  Where  one  holds  a  mortgage  on  nal 
estate,  to  secure  ^e  payment  of  money 
owing  to  him  by  the  mortgagor,  and 
before  the  payment  of  the  money 
secured  by  the  mortgage,  the  mort- 
gagee becomes  indebted  to  the  moii- 
gagor,  on  book  account,  a  jvnior 
mcumbrancer,  whether  general  or  spe- 
cific, upon  the  mortgaged  premises, 
has  the  right  to  have  such  indebtedness 
due  from  the  mortgagee  to  the  mort- 
gagor, applied  in  extinguishment  of 
tne  mortgage  debt.  (iVouty  agt  Pries, 
50  Barb.,  344.) 

2.  The  right  of  the  junior  incombraneer 
is  abs<Mute,  and  in  general  is  not  snb- 
ject  to  be  defeated  by  the  parties  to 
the  mortgage,  unless  there  are  equities 
in  favor  of  the  mortgagee,  which 
should  operate  to  defeat  the  applica- 
tion of  the  rule.    (Id.) 

3.  When  a  party  becomes  the  owner 
of  a  mortgage,  he  is  entitled  at  ones 
to  the  possession  of  it,  and  should  re- 
quire that  the  assignment  contain  a 
precise  reference,  by  a  description  of 
the  peoperty  or  otherwise,  so  that  the 
register  c&n  identify  it;  and  he  will 
then  be  able,  on  the  recording  of  the 
mortgage,  to  note  the  assignment  in 
the  proper  place.  {Moore  agt.  Sloan,  50 
HaA,  442.) 

4k  In  the  absence  of  any  direct  endencc 
of  any  express  agreement  between  a 
mortj^agor  and  mortgagees  for  the  ap- 
plication of  some  indebtedness  of  the 
latter,  to  the  former,  in  satisfaction 
of  the  mortgage,  the  delivery  bv  the 
mortgagor  to  the  martga^e.  of  four 
new  obugations,  payable  with  inteiesL 
for  every  six  months'  interest  aoemea 
on  the  Dond,  to  secure  which  such 
mortgage  was  given,  dated  on  the  day 
it  became  due,  and  a  releaae  by  the 
mortgagees  of  part  of  the  mortgaged 
premises  from  the  lien  of  such  mort- 
gage, with  a  recital  in  the  instrument 
of  release  that  such  mortage  shonld 
remain  a  lien  on  the  residue  of  the 
premises,  if  unexplained,  are  coudo' 
sive  evidence  that  both  parties  consid- 
ered such  mortgage  unsatasfied,  and 
kept  its  lien  alive  at  the  time  of  giviog 
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■nch  release  and   obligation.     {Pbcl 
agt  MiMt,  4  BobL,  323.) 

5.  On  trial  of  ao  action  to  foreolose  a 
mortgage,  brought  under  a  claase  pro- 


viding Uiat  when  interest  has  remained 
in  arrear  for  tbirtv  days,  the  whole 
principal  sam  shall,  at  the  option 
of  the  mortgagee,  &e.,  become  dae 
and  payable,  the  mere  production 
of  the  bond  and  mortgage  is  safficient, 
—the  thirty  days  appearing  to  have 
elapsed  since  a  day  named  in  the  mort 
gage  for  a  payment  ot  interest, — to 
entitle  the  plainiiflf  to  a  de<u«e.  {Stw- 
arby  agt.  JRuuell,  4  Abb.,  iV.  S.,  238.) 

6.  It  is  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  that  the  interest  has  not  been 
paid.    {Jd.) 

7.  In  an  action  in  which  the  plaintiff 
■OQght  to  charge  the  defendant  as 
mortgagee  in  possession,  of  a  theatre, 
of  which  the  defendant  claimed  to  be 
owner,  the  defendant,  after  having 
been  adjadged  to  hold  as  snch  mort- 
gajgee,  and  having  been  appointed  re- 
ceiver, was  permitted,  pending  his  ap- 
peal, to  lease  the  premises  in  litigation, 
lor  a  term  of  three  years.  {BoUes 
agt  Jhif,  4  Abb.,  N.  8.,  330.) 

8.  MortgagMs  in  tmet.  the  mortgage  to 
whom  has  been  foreclosed  by  a  salt 
in  equity,  the  decree  in  whose  favor 
in  such  suit,  directs  the  amount  found 
due  on  such  mortgage  to  them  as  such 
trustees,  as  well  as  another  amount 
found  due,  to  them  in  their  own  right 
for  expenditures  upon  the  mortgaged 
premises,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  their  sale  in  snch  suit,  indiscrimi- 
nately, without  providing  for  any  or- 
der of  payment,  are  bound  to  apply 
such  moneys  to  the  satisfaction  of  both 
claims  in  their  order  of  legal  priority. 
{Oram  agt.  Farmerf^  Loan  and  Trust 
Oo.,b  JBo6e.,226.) 

9.  Whatever  nay  be  tiia  facility  or  diffl- 
colty  of  apportioning  tiie  profits  and 
expenditures  of  a  continuous  railroad, 
composed  ot  different  parts  owned  by 
different  persons,  among  the  holders 
of  separate  bonds  of  the  owners  of 
such  different  parts  secured  by  a  deed 
of  trust  of  the  whole  of  such  road  and 
its  appurtenances  intoUdo^  where  such 
bondholders  are  by  the  terms  of  such 
deed  of  trust  to  share  indiscriminately 
ia  the  net  eaminss  of  such  road|>ro 
raUi,  au.d  it  is  made  an  integral  enter- 
prise for  the  benefit  of  all  of  them, 
the  bondholders  who  have  ratified  or 
may  ratifV  such  deed  of  trust  and 
claim  under  it,  are  bound  to  contrib- 
bate  to   the  indemnification   of  the 


trustee,  even  where  their  expenditures 
exceed  their  earnings.    {Id,) 

10.  At  the  time  of  the  conveyance  of 
certain  premises  to  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  claimed  to  hold  them  under 
proceedings  for  foreclosure;  a  sale  to 
a  third  person  accompanied  by  an  at- 
tomment  of  the  occupants  and  tenants, 
to  him ;  a  deed  from  such  third  person, 
conveying  the  premises  in  fee  to  a 
fourth  person ;  and  a  lease  and  deed 
froM  that  person  to  the  defendant  in 
fee  simple.  Held  that  such  third  per- 
son by  the  sale  to  him  and  the  attorn- 
ment of  the  tenants,  merely  took  the 
place  of  the  mortgagee,  unless  the  pro- 
ceedings to  foreclose  were  effectual: 
and  thai  such  sale  and  attorment  did 
not  cut  off  the  right  of  the  owner  to 
convey.  {Chalmers  agt.  WrighU  ^ 
Bobt.,  713.) 

11.  Attonments  majr  be  made  to  mort- 
gagees, after  forfeiture  of  the  mort- 
gage, but  only  in  such  cases,  or  else 
with  the  landlord's  consent,  orJ)ur8uant 
to  a  judgment  or  decree.    [Id.) 

12.  Here  possession  by  a  mortgagee,  so 
long  as  there  is  a  right  to  redeem  is 
not  adverse  to  the  mortgagor's  right 
{Id.) 

MOTIONS. 

1.  A  motion  to  set  aside  a  proceeding  for 
irregularity  must  be  made  at  the  earl- 
iest period,  and  before  the  moving  par- 
ty  haa  taken  another  step  in  the  cause. 
An  order  will  not  be  vacated  after  it 
has  been  acquiesced  in  for  eight  months, 
several  steps  have  been  taicen,  in  the 
cause,  and  the  time  for  appealing  has 
expired.     {Strong  agt.  Strvng,  4  Mobt.^ 

2.  Issues  made  by  the  pleadings  them- 
selves in  an  action  for  an  absolute  di- 
voroe,  and  therefore  not  requiring  to 
be  settled,  will  not  be  expunged,  on 
motion.    {Id.) 

3.  A  notice  of  motion  served  cannot  be 
withdrawn  or  oountermauded,  without 
payment  of  the  costs  of  the  motion. 
{WaUenshaw agt Pinsly  5 BobL, 648.) 

4.  But  where  a  motion  as  originally 
noticed  was,  1st  For  leave  to  add 
parties  defendants ;  and,  2d.  For  an 
injunction  and  a  receiver;  Seid  that 
these  motions  were  distinct,  and  that 
the  first  part  of  the  motion  might  be 
withdrawn,  leaving  the  second  part 
still  pending,  without  payment  of  the 
eoeCa  of  the  motion.    (Id.) 

b,  A  plaintiff  may  obtain  leave  to  Amend 
the  summons  under  a  general  pntyer 
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eonoUned  in  his  notice  of  raotion,  "  for 
such  other  order  or  relief  ai  the  court 
ehalL  aee.fit  to  granC'    (Id,) 

6.  The  affidavit  or  deposition  taken  on 
ezamination,  to  beaaed  apon  amotion, 
as  coutempiated  by  the  last  anbdivision 
of  section  401  of  the  Code,  was  de- 
.  signed  as  a  snbstitnte  for,  and  to  take 
the  place  of,  and  accomplish  the  same 
efftiCt  as  a  voluntary  affidavit  would 
have  done  when  read  npon  a  motion, 
had  the  person  so  examined  made  such 
affidavit,  instead  of  refusing  to  do  so. 
{Brookt  agt  Shulb,  5  BobL,  656.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION. 

1.  The  legislature  has  power  to  relieve  a 
mnnicipal  corporation  from  liability  for 
any  non  feasance  or  misfeasance  or  the 
city  officers.  The  city  of  Brooklyn 
has  been  so  relieved  oy  secrlon  39  of 
chapter  63  of  the  Laws  of  1862,  ex- 
empting it  from  liability  in  a  chiss  of 
eases  arising  from  the  negligence  of  its 
officers  and  employees.  X^^^Sf  >^ 
City  of  Brooklyn,  50  Barb.,  365.) 

9.  That  statate  is  therefore  a  defense  to 
an  action  brought  against  the  city  for 
injuries  suBtained  by  the  plaintiff  in 
consequence  of  a  puolio  street  in  said 
city,  and  a  sewer  and  drain  therein, 
hexng  out  of  repair,  and  the  plaintiff's 
premises  being  flooded  wiih  water  by 
reason  thereof.  Also  to  an  action 
against  the  city  for  damag[es  for  loss 
of  service  of  the  plaintiff's  minor 
child,  who  fell  through  a  hole  in  a  pub- 
lic wharf  owned  by  Uie  city  and  under 
its  charge.    (/<£.) 

3.  In  an  action  against  a  municipal  cor- 
poration, by  a  tenant  for  life  of  land 
naviog  buildings  thereon,  to  recover 
damages  for  injury  to  the  buildings  by 
a  mob,  it  is  erroneous,  to  estimate  the 
value  of  the  plaintift*8  estate  therein, 
by  taking  the  interest  upon  the  pecu- 
niary v^ue  of  the  whole  land  and 
premises  as  income,  and  multiplying 
such  interest  by  the  number  of  years, 
which,  according  to  annuity  tables, 
would  be  the  prooable  duration  of  the 

Slaintiifs  life,  without  making  any  de- 
uctlon  for  taxes,  repairs  or  insurance, 
or  any  rebate  of  interest  for  present 
value,  of  the  annual  income  thus  esti- 
mated. [Greir  agt.  Mavor,  Scof  If. 
r.,  4  Beit,  675,)| 

4.  Where,  through  inadvertence,  or  ex- 
excusable  neg&ct  or  mistake  of  coun- 
sel, a  case  is  permitted  to  go  to  the  jury 
npon  such  an  erroneous  rule  of  oam- 
ases,  the  court  will  grant  relief,  by 
giving  such  municipal  body  an  oppor- 
tunity to  procure  a  correction  of  the 


ettor,  even  after  the  denial  of  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  and  the  entry  of  judg- 
ment, if  the  neglect  to  apply  at  an 
earlier  day  is  sufficaently  excused, 
{Id,) 

5.  The  standard  of  measure  of  neffleet, 
applied  to  cases  against  individuals  for 
their  own  acts  or  neglect  for  which 
thev  are  themselves  responsible,  is  not 
to  Be  api>lied  to  public  functionaries 
representing  parties  who  are  made  lia- 
ble for  acts  or  omissions,  which  thej 
are,  or  may  be  wholly  ignorant  o^  an4 
helpless  to  prevenL    {Id,) 

6.  The  possession  of  land,  over  which  a 
vault  IS  built  under  a  street,  is  not  a 
mere  easement,  but  an  interest  in  the 
land,  and  cannot  be  rendered  such  an 
appurtenance  of  an  adjoining  piece  of 
land  as  to  pass  bv  a  deed  of  the  lat- 
ter.   (Coftar  agtw  /Vter*  5  BobL,  19&.\ 

7.  The  occupation  of  such  land  under  the 
street,  by  virtue  of  a  permit  from  the 
street  commissioner  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  allowing  the  occupant  to  build 
such  vault  granted  under  an  ordinance 
of  the  corporation  of  the  city  empow- 
ering such  commissioner  to  give  such 
permits,  makes  the  occupant  a  mere 
tenant  at  will  of  the  corporation  of  the 
eity  of  New  York,  if  the  land  belonged 
to  them,  or  a  trespasser,  if  it  did  not 

8.  The  plidntiff  could  not  claim  the  own- 
ership of  such  ]>iece  of  land,  where  the 
deed  under  which  he  claimed  bounded 
the  land  conveyed  to  him  by  the  east* 
erly  ''  line  "  of  such  street.    (Id.) 

9.  Sheds,  buildings,  gates  and  fences  ap- 
on piers  or  bulkheads  in  the  port  of 
New  York,  whether  consisting  of 
loose  materials,  or  built  npon  and 
i^flixed  thereto,  are  obstructions  inenm- 
bering  such  piers  or  bulkheads,  and 
interrorinff  with  their  free  use,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  8th  section  of  the 
statute  of  1857.  {Laws  of  If.  T.  1857, 
p.  487,)  as  amended  by  the  5th  section 
of  the  act  of  1858.  {Lavs  of  1858,  o. 
363.)  {Board  of  Commisiumen  ofPir 
loti  agt  JSria  jBaUway  Co.,  5  BobL, 
366.) 

10.  The  occupants  of  piexe  or  bulkheads 
thus  incumoered,  are  liable  to  the  daily 
penalty  specified  in  the  statute,  if  thev 
ndl  to  remove  the  obstruction^  al- 
though they  were  originally  plaeed 
there  by  others.  By  such  neglect,  and 
by  using  and  occupying  the  ereotione 
as  there  own,  they  will  be  deemed  to 
keep  them  there,  within  the  intent  of 
the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  185& 
McCUNN,  J.  dissented.    {Id.} 
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11.  Sach  JDcambraQces  formicfl;  no  part 
of  the  premises  demised  to  toe  lessees 
of  the  piers  or  bulkheads,  the  latter 
are  not  bound  to  return  them  to  tiie 
lessors,  at  the  expiration  of  the  term  ; 
but  they  may  remove  them  as  incnm- 
brancees  of  the  highway  or  as  interfer- 
ing with  their  right  of  wharfiage.  {Id,) 

VI,  A  very  serious  question  might  arise 
as  to  how  far  the  statute  of  1855  mak- 
ing cities.  &c.,  liable  for  the  value  of 
property  destroyed  by  a  mob  or  riot, 
{Laws  of  1855,  ch,  428,)  was  repealed, 
as  to  the  cities  of  New  York  and 
Brooklyn,  and  the  whole  metropolitan 
police  district,  by  the  passage  of  the 
metropolitan  police  act,  of  1857,  {Lavs 
of  1857,  ch.  569,)  if  there  were  any 
means  of  escape  from  the  binding 
authority  of  the  decision  in  Darlinaton 
V.  The  Mayor,  ^c.  of  New  York,  (31  N, 
r:  JRep.  164.)  But  the  case  of  Bald- 
win et  al  V.  T/ie  ifovf  ,  .'.  f  Xew 
Torkf  decided  by  the  Conn  of  Arpeids, 
April  term  1866,  has  net  no  diAiEirbed 
the  foundation  of  the  d<  £?i!iioii  m  the 
former  case,  as  to  the  cciiiiititEitioiirtlity 
of  the  law  of  1855,  as  tt?  n.^ndL-r  it  elill 
an  open  question.  Per  E< » riEHTsr*X|JI!h. 
J.  JSaetman  agt.  Mayor,  (£r,  of  N.  Zl-  5 
B6bL,2S&.) 

13.  In  an  action  by  a  tenant,  a  municipal 
corporation,  to  annul  an  executory 
agreement  for  a  lease  under  which  the 
corporation  have  occupied,  on  the 
ground  that  fraud  was  practiced  in  pro- 
curing them  to  take  it,  the  landlord 
may  set  up  a  counter-claim  for  rent 
accrued  by  such  occupancy.  The  pro- 
posed lease,  and  the  resolution  of  the 
corporation  to  accept  it,  are  to  be  re- 
dded as  "  the  transaction  "  constitut- 
mg  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's 
tiaim.  (Mayor,  dc,  of  N,  T,.  a«rt.* 
Wood,  4  Abb,,  N.  S„  333.) 

14.  The  charges  of  fraud  being  nnsus- 
tained,  the  defendant  may,  upon  such 
counter-claim,  recover  rent  down  to  the 
time  of  the  commenoement  of  the 
action.    (Id.) 

13.  The  defendant  may  be  allowed,  at 
his  option,  to  enter  judgment  for  a  spe- 
cific performance  of  the  agreement  to 
execute  the  lease.     (Id.) 

16.  A  municipal  corporation  authorized 
to  make  ordinances  for  the  purpose  of 
regulating  city  railroad  cars,  prohibit- 
ing nuisances,  and  preventing  and  re- 
moving obstructions  on  the  streets,  is 
not  thereby  authorized  to  interfere,  at  a 
specific  pomt,  with  the  tracks  or  ousi- 
ness  of  a  railroad  which  is  established 
and   conducted    under  a  legislative 
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cant.     ( Brookfyn  City  R.  B.  Co.,  afft. 
^ey,iAbb.J^,S.j64.)  '^ 

17.  The  question  whether  the  tracks  and 
aijangements  of  the  comp:\nv  are 
within  the  authority  granred  t>y  the 
legislature,  is  not  to  be  determined 
summarily  by  the  officers  of  the  cor- 
poratiouj  under  ordinances  giving  them 
supennsion  of  the  streets,  and  power 
to  prohibit  and  remove  obstructions, 
bat  must  be  determined  by  a  legal  or 
equitable  remedy.    (Id.) 

18.  The  act  of  1868  (2  iaw*©/ 1868, 2022, 
ch.  853,  J  7,)— which  declares  that  the 
comptroller  of  the  city  of  New  York 
*Ms  authorized,  in  order  to  save  ex- 
pense of  litigation  and  interest,  to  ad- 
lust  any  claim  on  which  snit  is  brought 
against  the  city,  "and  when  adjusted, 
to  duly  provide  for  iu  payment,"— is 
mandatory  in  respect  to  providing  for 
payment  after  such  an  adjustment  of 
the  amount  has  been  had.  (People  ex 
rd  Bavmond  agt  Connolly,  4  Abb.  IT, 
a,f  375.) 

19.  A  mandamus  may  issue  to  compel  the 
comptroller  to  provide  for  pavment  of 
B  olaua  which  he  has  adjusted  under 
the  act    (Id.) 

20.  The  common  counsel  of  New  York 
may  be  enjoined,  at  the  suit  of  an  in- 
dividual owner,  from  entering  into  a 
contract  to  lay  a  pavement  which  is 
patented^  and  therefore  not  open  to 
Gompetiuon,  where  the  work  is  to  be 
done  at  the  expense  of  the  individual 
owners  of  property  upon  the  street. 
{Dolan  agt.  Mayor,  dc.  of  N.  Y.,  4 
Abb,  N.8.,  397.f  '^ 

21.  The  common  council  of  the  city  of 
New  York  are  authorized  to  assess  the 
coiU  of  local  improvements,  upon  the 
propert  byenefited  thereby,  (Matto' 
of  Fredendk  D.  Tappen,  ante,  3D0.) 

22.  The  charge  for  maJcina  assessments,  it 
seen.s,\%noX  illegal,  although  made  by 
the  OMeMor^.  who  are  salaried  officers ; 
especially  where  it  does  not  appear  that 
any  greater  sum  is  charged  than  the  ac- 
tual expense  to  the  city  in  making  the 
assessment.    (Id.) 

23.  It  is  well  settled  by  this  court  that 
an  assessment  will  not  be  set  aside 
because  the  charjre  for  assessing  is  con- 
tained in  it.    (Id.) 

24.  By  chapter  .%8  of  the  laws  of  1861  a 
Board  of  Revision  was  created  whose 
duty  it  IS  made  to  confirm  assessments. 
Therefore,  such  assessments  need  not 
be  confirmed  by  the  coomiou  oounciL 
{Id.) 
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6  This  law  of  1861  creating  the  Board 
of  Revision,  ia  not  void  as  infringing 
the  constation  of  the  state.  The  sno- 
feet  of  the  act  is  cizpVessed  safficieutly 
in  its  title  It  is  an  act  relative  to  coi^ 
tract    (Id,) 

26.  Where  the  names  of  the  ownen  and 
oeupants  are  the  same  in  the  assessment 
as  upon  previous  years  tax -list,  it  is  all 
the  law  requires,  in  reference  to  the 
naming  of  tne  owners  and  oecnpants 
of  lots  affected  by  the  assessment. 
{Id.) 

27.  The  common  council  has  the  power, 
by  ordinance,  to  direct  the  filling  of 
tnnlun  lots^  aud  in  case  it  deems  nec- 
ensary  to  do  the  same  at  the  expense 
of  the  owner  forthwith  upon  the  pas- 
sage of  th»  same.    {Id.) 

28.  It  is  the  duty  ot  the  common  cotincil 
to  assess  the  cost  of  the  tmprovemeiU 
npon  the  property  Dcnefited,  and  not 
cast  this  burden  'upon  the  tax-payers 
at  large.    {Id.) 

NEGLiaEKCE. 


1.  On  appeal  the  conn,  will  assmne  that 
the  circumstances  properly  bearing  on 
the  question  of  negligence  were  sub- 
mitted to  the  jurv  as  a  question  of 
fact,  and  were  duly  considered  by 
them,  and  after  a  verdict  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  it  cannot  say  that  on  the 
factjf  proved  negligence  was  imputable 
to  him.  (Kenny  agt.  First  Naiumal 
Bank  of  Albany  50  Barb.,  112.) 

9.  Where  the  defendants,  on  refusing  to 
redeem  a  spnrious  note,  did  not  put 
their  refusal  npon  the  groond  of  neg:1i- 
gence  in  the  plaintifl^  and  on  the  trial 
they  merely  stated  as  one  of  the  ffronnds 
of  a  motion  for  a  non-suit  Ubat  the 
plaintilf  has  been  gaWtjr  of  lachti,  with- 
out specifying  how,  or  in  what  respeet ; 
ffeld  that  it  was  doubtful  whether  the 
question  of  negligence  in  the  plaintiff 
was  before  the  appellate  oonrt  for  re* 
view.    (Id,) 

3.  No  new  rnles,  or  modifications  of  an 
old  one,  adopted  latterly,  as  to  negli- 
gence on  railway  tracks  or  highways, 
are  applicable  to  a  case  where  the  in- 
jury caused  by  negligence  of  servants 
was  done  upon  the  premises  of  the  de- 
fendants in  the  course  of  the  ordinary 
occupations  of  their  servants  in  sucn 
depot  without  any  peculiar  relations 
between  them  ana  toe  person  injured. 
For  such  injury  the  servants  alone  are 
liable.  Per  Robertson.  Ch.  J.  {Le- 
htv  agt.  Hudson  Bivtr  BaUraod  Co,. 
4  BobU,  204.) 


4.  In  an  action  against  a  canal  eompanj, 
to  recover  damages  for  injuries  eon- 
tained  by  the  plaintiff,  by  the  faliing  of 
a  rock  ^rom  the  bank  of  their  auia], 
carelessness  or  ne^ligenoe  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  is  essential  to  the 
plaintiff's  canse  of  action ;  the  burden 
of  proot  therefore,  reels  on  the  plain- 
tiff to  establish  it.  If  there  is  no  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  carelessness  or 
negligence,  toe  complaint  should  be 
dismissed.  (Wtitner  agt.  Ddaweaw 
Canal  Co.,  4  Bobt.,  234.) 

5.  A  canal,  or  a  railroad,  owned  bj  an 
incorporated  company  or  individuals,  is 
not  such  a  public  nignway  as  to  render 
an  interference  therewith  oy  the  owner, 
unlawful.  Such  owners  are  not  re> 
sponsible  for  accidents,  if  they  do  not 
arise  from  a  want  ot  ressonaole  care. 
or,  if  the  owner  be  an  tncorpomted 
company,  from  an  omission  to  comply 
with  an  express  reqnirementof  the  a^ 
of  incorporation,    [id,) 

6.  If  a  man  do  an  act  lawfnl  in  itaetl^  in 
BO  negligent  a  manner  as  to  cause  an 
ii^ury  to  another,  he  must  answer  for 
the  consequences.  {Seabrook  agL 
Bicker,  4  B<AL,Ui,) 

7.  What  constitutes  negligence  is  a  result 
drawn  from  the  facts  proved;  and 
where  the  facts  are  in  any  degree 
doubtful,  the  only  proper  rule  is  to 
submit  them  to  tne  jury  with  proper 
instructions  as  to  the  rale  by  which 
they  are  to  be  governed.    (Id^) 

8.  The  want  of  a  flagtdkn  at  a  crossiDg 
of  a  railway  by  a  highway,  where  a 
train  of  cars  was  approacbingr  a  neigh- 
boring station,  after  its  speed  nad  been 
greatly  reduced,  the  brakes  applied,  the 
engine  reyerseo,  the  bell  rang,  a  whis- 
tle mown,  and  every  thing  done  which 
could  be  done  to  stop  the  train,  is  not 
negligence,  or  proof  of  it,  in  respect  to 
travelers  on  such  highway.  [SchvariM 
agt.  ffudson.  Biver  B.  B,  Co.,  4  Bobt, 
847.) 

9.  The  use  of  flags  on  a  railway,  whidi 
are  merely  signals  to  the  engineers  and 
other  employees  of  a  rail  way, company, 
not  beine  required  as  regards  travelers 
on  a  highway  crossing  such  railway, 
by  any  rule  of  law  or  utatute,  the  ao- 
sence  of  them  is  not  negligenoe  as  re- 
gards such  travellers,    (id.) 

10.  Although  it  is  the  duty  of  the  driver 
of  a  streetcar  to  stop  it,  when  request- 
ed by  a  paasenffer,  to  enable  him  to  get 
off,  yet  if  he  fails  to  do  so,  this  will  aot 
authorize  a  passenger  to  ne^rligently 
expose  himself  to  injury  by  jumping 
from  the  car  when  it  is  in  rapid  motion, 
so  as  to  be  dangerous  to  life  or  limh. 
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{MettleHadt  agt  ITinih  Aw.  B,  B.  Co,, 
4  Bobt.,  377.) 

11 .  It  is  a  question  for  tire  {ary  to  decide 
wbether  a  passenger  is  goilty  of  a  want 
of  ordinary  care  in  deseending  fW>m 
the  top  of  a  eity  ear  to  the  street,  while 
SQch  ear  is  in  motion,  thoagh  the  car 
be  moving  at  a  slow  rate  of  speed. 
(Id.)     ^  ^ 

12.  In  an  action  for  damages  from  the' 
collision  of  a  vessel  of  the  defendants 
with  that  of  the  plaintiffs,  where  the. 

Question  of  the  negligence  of  the  former 
epended  npon  the  fact  whether  it  was 
so  liffht  at  fthe  time  that  the  crew  of 
the  former  conld  see  the  latter,  and 
there  was  conflicting  evidence  upon 
that  point,  snch  question  of  fact  ought 
to  be  snbmitted  to  the  jury.  MgCunn, 
J.  dissented.  {DelaiUld  agt  Union 
Ferry  Co.j  5  BobL,  207.) 

13.  In  such  ease,  if  it  were  light  enough 
at  the  time  of  the  collision  for  the  crew 
of  the  vessel  of  the  defendants  to  see 
the  vessel  of  the  plaintilfs'  although  it 
was  after  sunset,  »  was  not  snch  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  the  latter  not  to 
have  signal  lignu  hoisted,  as  to  de- 

Srive  them  of  their  right  of  aetion. 
[cCttw,  J.  dissented.    {Id,J 

13.  Where  negligence  is  charged  affirma- 
tively, it  must  be  proved.  (Watton  agt 
Bauer4AlA.N.k,fird.) 

18.  Proof  that  a  horse  loaned  to  defend- 
ant by  plaintiff,  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
loan,  in  good  condition,  but  was  sub- 
seqnently  returned  damaged,  is  not 
sufficient  to  cast  the  burden  of  disap- 
proving negligence  upon  the  bailee. 

14.  Slight  proof  of  negligence,  however, 
is  sufficient  in  such  case.    (Id.) 

15.  Any  witness  acquainted  with  the 
value  of  a  chattel,  is  competent  to 
state  his  opinion  thereof    (7a.) 

16.  Negligence;  though  gross,  is  not 
enough  of  itself  to  charge  the  pur- 
chasers of  stolen  paper  which  is  nego- 
tiable by  delivery.  There  must  be  a 
want  'of  good  raith.  (Sevbeil  agt. 
JUattonal  Currency  Bcmk,  4  Ahb,  IT,  3,i 


17.  A  defendant  is  liable  in  damages  to  the 

Elaintifl  >br  nMligenee  in  leaving  nost- 
oles  open  and  unprotected,  wbicn  he 
had  dug  for  a  fence  along  the  Hue  of 
and  contiguous  to  the  street  opposite  his 
premises,  whereby  the  plaintiff,  in  the 
night  time  in  passing  alonff  the  street, 
stepped  into  one  of  the  holes  and  was 
seriously  injured.  (Wright  agt  8aun- 
der$,  aals,  136.; 


18.  Where  this  conrt  can  see  no  meriit  in 
an  appeal  which  comes  before  it,  they 
will  add  ten  per  cent  damanes  to  the 
judgment    {Id,) 

NEW  TRIAL, 

1.  When  on  the  triad  of  an  action,  a  fact 
is  assumed  by  the  court  and  counsel 
to  exist,  and  the  case  is  disposed  of 
upon  such  assumption,  the  non-exist- 
ence of  the  fact  m  the  case  presented 
to^  the  court,  on  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  cannot  be  urged  in  opposition  to 
the  application  for  a  new  tnal.  {Sip' 
perly  agt.  Stewart,  50  Barb,,  62.) 

2.  Where  no  exception  is  taken,  spe- 
cially, to  the  allowance  of  interest  in 
the  report  of  a  referee,  the  party  can- 
not avail  himself  of  the  objection  on  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial.    ( Af . ) 

3.  Where  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  in 
an  action  of  ejectment,  is  reversed,  and 
a  new  trial  ordered,  restitution  to  the 
plaintiff  of  the  premises  in  question 
will  be  ordered,  as  of  course;  but 
without  predjudioe  to  the  rights,  if 
any,  of  a  purchaser  pex^Zeate  I'Ue,  l(^ 
ter  agt  PeUre,  4.  aA.,  IT.  A,  53. 

4.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  cannot  be 
mode  after  judgment  entered  abso- 
lutely. But  the  motion  may  be  made 
by  leave  of  the  court,  when  a  sufficient 
excuse  is  offered  for  not  making  it  be- 
fore judgment ;  and  if  necessary,  the 
court  can  convert  the  absolute  judg^ 
ment  into  one  to  stand  merely  as  se- 
curity. {StUwell  agt  StapUt,  4  BobU^ 
639.) 

5.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  rent  of  a 
store,  where  the  defendants,  who  were 
the  tenants,  had  set  up  as  a  counter 
claim,  damajBfe  to  their  goods  dnrinff 
their  occupation,  by  smoke  and  soot  of 
a  furnace  erected  by  the  plaintiff,  his 
servant  or  agents,  in  the  basement  of 
such  premises,  the  exclusion  of  evi- 
dence offered  to  prove  the  items  of 
such  damafre,  and  the  nature  and  ex- 
tent of  the  injury  done  to  such  goods 
was  held  to  he  erroneous,  {Avert  agt 
O'FarrM,  4  BoiL,  668.) 

6.  The  case  having  been  sent  back  for  a 
new  trial,  oxf  a  former  appeal,  becanse 
of  the  exclusion  of  similar  evidence; 
Be!dt  that  the  case  was  retjvdicata  on 
that  qnesUon.    {Id,) 

7.  A  charge  to  the  jury  that  the  eredi- 
bflity  of  a  witness  was  a  matter  resting 
with  themselves,  irrespective  of  anv 
contradictions  that  might  appear  in  his 
testimony  on  the  trial,  aiid  nis  affidavit 
on  ft  former  occasion : 
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8L  Seld,  erroneoni 


{People  agt  Piayne, 


9.  Whero  heanay  ttttinumy^  which  is 
clearly  incompetent  and  irrelevant,  is 
>dmited  on  the  trial,  it  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  an  error  that  coald  have 
worked  no  injnry,  where  a  collateral 
Istne  of  crtd'&ilUy  was  raised  in  the 
case  between  the  plaintiff  and  defen- 
dant, and  the  determination  of  the  main 
issue  depended  upon  which  of  the  par- 
ties was  believed  by  the  Jury,  ench  tes- 
timony having  a  tendenov  to  contra- 
dict one  of  the  paities.  [Baiton  agt 
HmUy,  anUf  34^.) 

NONSUIT. 

1.  After  the  defendant  has,  by  an  objec- 
tion excluded  positive  testimony  of 
negligence,  offered  by  the  plaiutlflQi, 
he  should  oe  estopped  from  moving  to 
dismiss  the  eomplaint  for  want  of  tibat 
prool    \8ck»ennagt.McK%e,5Bobt., 

2.  Where  the  proof  introduced,  after  a 
motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  sus- 
tains the  verdict,  this  will  cure  any 
error  in  the  refusal  to  grant  the  motion. 
{Id.) 

3.  Where  circumstantial  evidence,  how- 
ever sliffht,  so  brings  the  case  within 
■neh  principle  of  law  as  to  require  its 
submission  to  a Jurv.  a  non-suit  should 
not  be  granted.  [Bott  agL  Mayor ,  4 
BobL,  49.) 

4.  The  mere  denial  of  a  motion  for  a 
non-suit  does  not  necessarily  imply 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  verdict, 
npon  ^e  proof  as  it  stands ;  but  may 
and  most  frequently  does,  establish, 
simply,  that  the  evidence  adduced  is  of 
such  a  character  as  to  reouire  the  de- 
cision of  the  questions  of  fact  involved 
by  a  jury.    -PbtJonbSjJ.    {Id.) 

NUISANCE. 

1.  An  opening  in  the  sidewalk  in  a  pub- 
lic street,  communicating  with  a  cellar 
or  vault  underneath,  for  whatever  pur- 
pose used,  made  without  proper  antoor- 
ity,  iSfWbether  covered  or  uncovered,  a 
public  nuisance.  Being  so,  the  persons 
who  made,  and  those  who  continue,  it 
are  liable  for  all  injuries  to  individuals 
resulting  from  the  street  being  rendered 
thereby  less  safe  for  its  appropriate  use, 
without  regard  to  negligence  on  the 
part  of  such  individuals.  {Irovfi  agt 
V<Hx£,4i?o6«.,138.) 

S:  Those  making  or  continuing  a  public 
nuisance  in  a  highwav  are  oound  at 
their  peril  to  keep  such  highway  as  sate 


as  it  woold  have  been  if  the  nuisance 
were  not  there.  Neither  want  of  no- 
tice of  the  condition  of  the  nuisance, 
nor  the  fact  that  they  had  entered  into 
no  obliffation  with  any  one  to  reniur, 
will  raieve  them  from  responubuity. 
{Id,) 

3.  The  liability  for  personal  injury  oeea- 
sioned  by  a  nuisance  which  is  eontin- 
ned  by  several  persons,  is  joint  as  well 
as  several,  ana  one  action  may  be 
brought  against  all  of  them  together. 
yid.) 

4.  A  nuisance  may  consist  in  the  applka- 
tion  of  steam  as  a  motive  power  to  an 
engine  already  upon  the  defendant's 
own  premises,  and  using  the  same  Inr 
sawing  and  cntfin|{  stone  and  mai^le 
by  means  of  machmerv,  thereby  pro- 
ducing a  vibration  and  shaking  of  the 
pUinuff 's  buildings  and  injury  thereto, 
and  causing  an  offensive  noise,  inlen 
fering  with  the  quiet  use  of  such  build- 
ings, alarming  the  tenants  and  dimin- 
ing  the  rent  ( JrdTeofi  agt  iSse,  4  JZo&t, 

5.  An  injunction  may  be  granted,  in  snch 
a  case,  notwithstanding  the  plaintiff 
has  a  remedy^  as  respects  future  injur- 
ies, by  an  action  for  damages.    {Id.) 

6.  An  individiuil  cUizok  cannot  maiit- 
tain  an  action  to  restrain  another  in- 
dividual by  injunction  from  an  act  al- 
leged to  be  A  public  TiMucmee  where  he 
suffers  injuiy  onlv  in  common  with 
other  citixens.  {ManhaUam  OadM 
Oa,  agt  Airfar,  aiUe, 233.) 

7.  If  a  public  nnisanoe  work  a  private 
injury  to  a  person,  that  person  may 
have  a  remedy  by  private  action  for 
damages^  and  in  a  proper  case,  may 
have  an  injunction.    (IdL) 

OFFICE. 

1.  The  question  of  right  and  title  to  an 
offtce,  as  between  the  former  commit 
sioners  of  taxes  in  the  city  of  New  York 
and  their  appointees,  and  the  oommis- 
aioners  appomted  b^  the  governor  un- 
der the  authority  given  by  the  act  of 
April  17, 1867  {Laws  of  1867,  ch,  410.  $ 
1),  and  their  appoiutees,  can  only  be 
determined  in  an  action  brought  by  the 
attorney  general  in  the  name  olf  the 
people,  upon  bis  own  information,  or 
upon  the  complaint  of  a  private  party. 
{MoU  agt  Connollyj  50  J9ar6.,  616.) 

2.  Nor  can  an  infuitcljon  be  rranted,  in 
such  an  action,  to  restrain  the  oompt* 
roller  from  paying  to  the  newly  ap- 
pointed deputies  their  sahuies.  {Id.) 
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ORDERS. 

1.  An  order  to  show  cause  within  less 
than  eight  days,  cannot,  properly,  be 
made,  nnlees  the  papers  upon  which 
the  same  ia  fonnded  show  some  reason 
for  shorteoinf?  the  reprnlar  and  nsual 
time  for  noticett.  (Sprtngsteeii  agt  Pow- 
m,  4  i2oA<.,  62'4.) 

22.  Bat  where  the  affidavits,  on  which  an 
order  to  show  cause  was  granted, 
proved  that  the  plaiutifT  not  only 
threatened  to  take  ponnession  of  prem- 
ises claimed  by  the  defendant,  bnt  had 
actually  begun  to  dispossess  him,  and 
was  eontiuaing  to  disturb  and  annoj 
him  in  such  possession ;  MeUl,  that  this 
was  an  injury  which  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  stop,  if  ever,  at  once  by 
means  of  an  injunction.  And  that  the 
reason  for  making  the  order  returnable 
in  less  than  oi^rh't  days  was  therefore 
auflSciently. apparent  upon  the  moving 
papers,    (id.) 

PARTIES. 

1.  The  defect  of  parties  for  which  a  de- 
murrer is  allowed  under  section  144  of 
the  Code  of  Proceednre,  is  a  deficiency 
of,  and  not  too  many,  parties.  A  de- 
murrer will  not  lie  for  a  mitjoinder  of 
parties.      (Bichtmyer  agt  Bichtmyery 

3.  The  joinder  of  too  many  pfltrties  as 
defendants,  when  there  is  no  mis- 
joinciler  of  tuJtijtcd^  is  not  a  gronnd  of 
demnrrer  by  any  one  of  them  against 
.  whom  the  p'lainfiff  states  a  good  cause 
of  action.    (Id.) 

3.  If  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  partieii, 
that  is,  if  the  facts  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint show  no  caase  of  actiou  against 
the  defendants,  in  favor  of  one  of  the 
plaintiff's,  the  defendants  may  demur, 
under  the  6th  subdivision  of  section 
.  144  of  the  Code  <u  to  mck  plaintiff, 
upon  the  grocnd  that  the  complaint 
does  not  state  facts  snlficient  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action,  nnd  as  to  iuch 
olaini^ff  the  complaint  will  be  ditmiaed. 


plaini 


4.  When  a  defendant  demurs,  under 
the  6th  subdivision  he  must  specify 
the  plaintiff  to  whom  be  objects  as  a 
party.    {Id.) 

5.  The  proceeding  under  section  391  of- 
the  Code  of  Proceednre  is  exclusively 
a  statutory  one,  in  derogation  of  the 
oommon  law,  and  section  394  should 
be  looked  upon  as  a  statutory  defini- 
tion and  limitation  of  what  may  be 

'     done,  or  of  what  order  or  orders  may 
be  made,  in  case  a  party  refuses  to  at- 


tend and  testify  as  in  the  four  preeeed- 
ing  sectiene  provided,  when  regularly 
notified  and  reouired  to  do  so  under 
such  sections.  {AppUton  agt  Apple- 
ton,  50  -Barb.,  486.) 

6.  Section  394,  does  not  give  the  court 
the  power  to  ttay  the  party's  proceed- 
ings m  the  action,  where  he  refuses  or 
neglects  to  attend  for  examination  be- 
fore the  trial.  Clbbke,  J.  dissented. 
(Id.) 

7.  The  power  of  the  Supreme  Court  is 
limited  to  the  territory  of  the  state, 
and  in  the  absence  of  any  statute  an- 
thorizin^f  a  service  out  o)^  the  state, 
the  service  of  a  judge's  summons  and 
of  notice  to  attend  for  examination,  in 
another  state,  must  be  deemed  to  be 
utterly  void  and  ineffectual  for  any 
purpose.    Per  Suthkrlaio),  J.    {Id.) 

8.  As  a  general  rule,  an  issue  most  have 
been  joined  before  a  party  to  an  ac- 
tion can  procure  an  examination  of 
an  adverse  party.  (Bell  agt.  Bick- 
mondy  4  Abb.  If.  S.,  44.) 

9.  The  case  of  McVickar  agt  Keteham 
(1  anU  45'2,)->disapproved.    (Id.) 

10.  Where  a  defendant  is  known  as  well 
by  one  name  as  another,  be  may  be 
sued  and  arrested  by  eitoer,  and  it  is 
immaterial  by  what  name  he  was 
known  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  action. 
(JS^letton  agt  Son,  5  BoU.,  640.) 

PARTNERS  AND  PARTNERSHIPS. 

1.  Upon  an  execution  issued  on  a  judg- 
ment against  one  of  several  partners 
in  form  for  his  individual  debt,  tbe 
sheriflT  can  only  lev^  npon  and  sell  the 
judgnient  debtor's  interest  in  the  part- 
nership goods.  Harry  agt  Kelley,  4 
Bobty  106.) 

3.  Whatever  the  state  of  the  partnership 
accounts  may  be,  or  tho  condition  of  a 
firm  as  to  its  solvency,  each  partner 
has  a  property  and  interest  in  the  part- 
nership assets  coequal  with  his  inter- 
est in  the  firm,  and  retains  such  pro- 
Sercy  and  interest  until  divested  by 
oe  process  of  law,  executed  adversely 
to  him,  or  by  vome  voluntary  act  or 
his  copartners  within  the  scop!e  of  the 
partnership  duties  and  powers.    {Id.) 

3.  The  death  of  a  partner  invests  his  snr* 
vivor  wtih  tho  exclusive  right  of  noe- 
session  and  management  of  tlie  wnole 
partnersliip  property  and  business,  for 
the  purpose  of  settleing  and  closing  it 
np.  He  becomes  trustee  for  all  con- 
cerned in  tlte  partnership ;  for  the  rep- 
resentatives of  his  deceased  partner: 
and  fur  the  creditors  of  tlie  firm ;  ana 
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baving  the  right  to  eoUect  and  diapoM 
of  the  property,  he  has  the  power,  for 
that  pnrpoM,  of  aaaigning  any  cnoflo 
in  action  or  property  belonging  to 
the  estate,  in  •payment  of  a  debt. 
{Loetehiffk  agt  Ma^eld,  5  BobL,  26.) 

4.  He  has  power  to  make  a  preferential 
transfer  of  the  partnership  property  to 
a  particniar  creditor ;  ana  the  title  ac- 

{[uired  by  snoh  ikTored  ereditor  cannot, 
B  the  absence  of  aetual  frand,  be  dis- 
turbed by  the  other  creditors  of  the 
firm.    (Id,) 

5.  A  partnership  between  the  enrriTor 
of  a  prior  firm  and  a  tbird  person  can- 
not be  established  by  mere  proof  of  the 
death  of  the  other  member  of  snch 
firm,  and  an  agreement  between  him 
and  bis  partner  therein,  that^  upon  Kis 
death,  snch  third  person  shonld  become 
a  partner  in  such  concern,  where  no 
new  partnership  agreement  was  en« 
tered  into  with  snch  third  person,  and 
the  capital  and  every  thing  belonging 
to  the  old  firm  remainea  the  same. 
Keither  of  the  supposed  members  of 
such  new  partnership  conld  be  made 
liable,  as  partners,  to  each  other,  or  to 
third  persons,  on  snch  evidence  alone. 
{Brin}:  agt  New  AmttmtUm  Fin  Int, 
Oif,,  5  B^L,  KM.) 

€.  A  compromise  by  one  partner  of  a 
firm  of  a  debt  dne  to  it  after  withdraw- 
ing from  it,  having  either  relinqoislied 
his  interest  in  the  claim  to  his  partners 
on  such  withdrawal,  or  being  so  much 
indebted  to  them  that  he  would  not  be 
entitled  to  any  share  of  the  residue  of 
the  assets  of  the  firm,  will  render 
such  compromise  void  for  bad  fttith  to 
the  remaining  partners,  if  the  debtor 
has  either  received  actual  notice  of 
such  want  of  interest  in  the  partner 
making  the  settlement,  or  the  mode  of 
conducting  the  negotiation  and  closing 
the  settlement  is  such  as  should  raise 
a  suspicion  in  the  mind  of  a  person  of 
ordinliry  prudence  and  intelligence  that 
»uch  paKuer  was  acting  in  bad  faith 
iowaras  his  co-partners.  Per  Robert- 
son, Ch.  J.  (Fettretch  agt  Armtirong. 
5JSr>R,339.) 

7.  A  written  notice,  siffned  by  two  mem - 
'bers  of  a  firm,  to  a  debtor  of  the  firm, 
merely  net  to  pay  any  more  money  to 
any  other  memoers  thereof,  otherwise 
he  will  be  responsible  for  it  over  again, 
without  furnishing  any  reason  for  snch 
prohibition,  or  giving  any  other  in- 
formation, does  not  require  the  debtor 
to  make  any  inquiry  as  to  the  grounds 
4)f  such  prohibition;  as  it  does  not 
<3ommunicate   the  fact  ot   any  relin- 

Suisbment,  by  the  partners  named  in 
le  notice  of  any  right    {Id.) 


8.  The  apparent  withdrawal  of  a  mem- 
ber of  a  solvent  firm  therefrom,  and 
%is  nominal  sale  of  his  interest  in  its 
assets  to  a  new  firm  of  the  same  name, 
composed  of  the  remaining  partnen, 
will  not  relieve  snch  retiring  member 
from  liability  for  the  debts  of  the  new 
firm,  where  he  secretly  retains  his  in- 
terest in  the  partnership,  and  shares  in 
its  profits,  and  is  only  to  claim  audi 
transaction  as  a  sale,  in  case  of  the  in- 
solvency of  the  new  firm.  An  assign- 
ment by  the  latter,  for  the  benefit 
of  their  creditors,  preferring  snch  re- 

E  partner  for  tne  amount  of  the  snp- 
prioe  of  such  sale,  would  be  void 
.  referring  the  claim  of  a  partner 
and  a  ficticious  debt  Per  Jokes,  J. 
{Maitufm  agi  Demareti^  4  BobL,  164.) 

9.  The  acceptances  of  a  new  firm, 
given  in  payment  of  the  interest  of  a 
retiring  partner  in  a  previous  firm  of 
the  same  name,  in  the  assets  of  the 
latter,  sold  bona  fide  to  the  foxner, 
constitute  a  valid  legal  claim  against 
such  new  firm,  and  may  be  le^ly  pre- 
ferred by  them  afterwards  m  an  aa- 
signment  for  the  benefit  of  the  cred- 
itors, notwithstanding  such  new  firm 
is  composed  of  the  remaining  memben 
of  tho  old  firm  only,    i^ld.) 

PAYMENT. 

1.  Where  a  person  receives  from  a  bank 
a  spurious  note,  upon  a  valid  claim 
which  he  holds  against  the  baak,it 
does  not  amount  to  a  payment,  and 
such  person  is  entitled  to  recovev  the 
amount  from  the  bank,  unless  he  i« 
guilty  of  negligence  in  retoming  the 
'note.  (iTenny  agt  Firti  NaiiotuU^oMk 
of  Albany,  Si  Barb.,  112. 

2.  On  appeal  the  court  will  assnme  Uist 
the  circumstances  properly  bearing  on 
the  question  of  negligence  were  sab 
mitted  to  the  Jarv  as  a  question  of 
fact,  and  were  only  considered  by 
them,  and  after  a  verdict  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  it  cannot  say  that  on  the 
facts  preyed  negligeuce  was  imputable 
to  him.    {Id.) 

3.  Although  a  mere  agreement,  by  a 
creditor,  to  accept  a  less  sum  of  mouej, 
in  satisfaction  of  a  laiger  amonat 
claimed,  is  not  a  bar  to  the  recoveir  of 
the  remainder,  yet,  where  a  debtor 
agreed  to  deliver,  and  the  creditor  to 
receive,  a  certain  ouautityof  goods,  of 
a  certain  value,  ($400,)  as  payment  of 
bis  claim,  imd  did  receive  tnem,  it  wss 
ketd  to  be  a  satisfaction  of  the  claim. 
{Oaffney  agt  Chapman,  4  lUbt,  375.)  . 

4.  The  payment  and  acceptance  of  a  le^i 
sum  m  satisfactioD  on  a  greater  on* 
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due  does  oot  discharge  the  debt,  eTen 
-when  made  under  a  parol  agreement 
by  the  creditor  to  accept  saco  sun^n 
satisfaction,  if  the  debtor  woald  pro- 
care  the  loan  of  it  from  his  friends, 
and  they  lent  it  to  him  on  the  faith  of 
snch  agreement  Barbour,  J.  dis- 
sented.  {Bwi^  ttgL  Koop,  5  BobL,  1.) 

&.  A  plea  of  accord  and  satisfaction  is 
not  supported  by  proof  of  a  tender 
made  to  the  pUmUflTs  attorney,  who 
declined  to  accept  it  as  satismction. 
{ffanmoftd  agt  Ohrittief  5  BobLylQO.) 

6.  A  payment,  by  a  debtor,  of  a  less  sum 
than  the  amount  of  his  indebtedness, 
in  satisfaction  of  a  debt  due  his  creditor, 
Uthoagh  such  less  sum  be  expressly 
received  by  the  creditor  in  fall  satis- 
&ction,  does  not  oonstitate  an  accord 
and  satisfaction,  and  does  not  eztin- 
ffoish  the  creditor's  right  to  recover 
the  balance  of  the  indebtedness ;  un- 
less, perhaps,  the  transaction  is  of  snch 
a  character  as  to  constitnte  a  com- 
promise of  an  honestly  disputed  daim. 
JPer  JoN£8,  J.    {Jd.) 

7.  Where  one  of  the  defendants  origin- 
ally received  $1000  from  the  plaintiff 
to  pay  his  subscription  for  stock  of  an 
oil  company,  which  such  defendant  did 
pay,  and  the  plaintiff  subsequently  de- 
livered the  certificate  of  stock  obtained 
by  him  on  such  subscription  to  the 
defendants  jointly,  to  be  by  them  ap- 
plied to  his  subscription  for  the  pur- 
chase of  certfun  silver  mines  in  Mexico, 
and  took  from  them  their  receipt  for 
$700  in  gold  as  received  fh>m  him  for 
his  subscription  to  such  mines,  and 
such  certificate  was  so  applied,  but  the 
enterprise  was  abandoned.  Held  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  the  $1000 
oriffinally  deposited  by  him  with  one 
derendant,  nor  the  certificate  of  oil 
company  stock,  nor  its  value,  nor  the 
-value  ot  $700  in  gold.     {TweddU  agt 

8.  Upon  an  attachment  being  levied  on  a 
debt  dae  from  the  present  plaintiffs  to 
the  debtors  in  the  attachment,  the 
phiintiffs  paid  to  the  sheriff  a  sum 
which  they  supposed  to  be  the  balance 
dne  from  them  to  the  debtors.  They  af- 
terwards discovered  a  misuke  in  their 
accounu.  showing  that  wb  true  bal- 
ance was  less  than  they  supposed  and 
had  paid.— He^,  that  they  could  not 
maintain  an  action  to  recover  back  the 
excess  from  the  attaching  creditors ;  to 
whom  in  the  mean  timQ  the  amount, 
less  fees,  had  been  paid  by  the  sheriff. 
The  plaintiiTs  must  bear  the  conse- 
qnences  of  their  own  mistake ;  the  at- 
taching   creditors  being  in  no  way 


ehaigeable  with  it  f iHuican  agt  J3er' 

9.  It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  brought  on 
a  promissory  note,  payable  at  a  partic- 
ular place,  against  Hhe  maker  thereof, 
that  on  the  l^t  day  of  grace  snffioient 
money  to  pay  it  was  deposited  and  kept 
on  deposit  at  that  place.  {Hill  agt 
PlacSf  ctnUf  fiS.) 

10.  Such  deposit  is  ayailable,  in  an  action 
against  the  maker,  only  as  a  tender,  and 
must  be  properly  pleaded  as  such. 
(Jd) 

11.  Where  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
agreed  in  writing,  that  the  defendant 
should  reoeiye,  xn  ftUl  paymeiit  of  a 
note  which  the  plaintiff  had  ffiven  to 
the  defendant  for  lumber,  ana  which 
had  not  then  become  dne,  a  certain 
draft,  which  was  then  due  to  the  plain- 
tiff, for  apart  of  the  amount  of  the  note, 
and  another  note  of  the  plaintiff  pay- 
able after  the  first  note  for  the  balance ; 
tiie  defendant  became  liable  to  take  up 
and  pay  the  amount  of  the  first  note 
which  he  had  negotiated.  {Fk'eeland 
agt  Van  Oampt»t  ante,  29.) 

19.  And  a  subsequent  arrangement  made 
between  them,  after  the  first  note  and 
draft  had  become  due,  that  for  the  pres- 
ent the  plaintiff  should  take  care  of  so 
much  of  the  first  note  as  eaqualed  the 
amount  of  the  draft,  and  the  defendant 
should  take  care  of  the  balance,  did  not 
change  in  any  respect  the  position  of 
the  parties  or  the  liability  of  the  defen- 
dant under  the  written  agreement 
(Id.) 

PENAL  STATUTE.' 

1.  The  mle  that  a  plaintiff  is  in  any 
event  entitled  to  recoyer  the  amount 
tendered  and  brought  into  court  by  the 
defendant,  does  not  apply  to  on  action 
brought  to  recover  a  penalty,  of  a 
fixed  amount  and  that  alone.  In  snch 
an  action,  unless  the  plaintiff  recovers 
the  amount  of  the  penalty,  he  \%  not 
entitled  to  any  judgment  (Canastota 
Ac.  Plank  Sord  Co.,  tigt,  ParhilLSO 
Barb;  601.) 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT.  ' 

1.  A  principal  must,  within  a  reason- 
ale  time,  dissent  to  the  act  of  his 
agent  if  the  latter  has  acted  contrary 
to  instruftions.  He  cannot  wait  to 
see  whether  such  action  shall  result 
advantageously,  or  disadvantsgeously; 
and  then  determine  what  he  will  do. 
''Hope    agt    Lawrence^    50     Barb^ 
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Sh  Where,  in  sn  aetion  to  reooTer 
the  priee  of  »  qiuuitity  of  barleT  sold 
and  cieliyered  bj  the  pfaintiif  to  the  de- 
fendants, the  qneetion  ai  iaeae  was 
whether  the  oonlract  as  made  was  for 
merchantable  barley,  or  for  good  bar- 
lej  badly  stained ;  Seldf  that  the  ques- 
tion pot  to  a  witness,  whether  the 
plaintiff  intended  to  sell  the  barley  as 
merchantable  barley,  was  properly 
OTerraled ;  there  being  in  the  case  no 
qaestion  of  frand  or  deceipt  in  the  sale, 
and  the  qneetion  of  intention  being  in 
no  respect  material.  (LefUruat.Fuld, 
50  Barb.,  407.)  . 

3.  Any  private  or  specific  instmctions 
given  by  principals  to  their  agent  for 
the  purchaM  of  barley,  in  regard  to 
particular  kinds,  or  qaaKties,  of  barley 
to  ht  purchased  br  nim^  cannot  affect 
third  persons  dealing  with  the  Sffent ; 
nnlee  doch  instructions  are  brought  to 
the  knowledge  ot  such  persons,    {rd.) 

4.  If  the  agent,  in  such  a  case,  exceeds 
his  aothonty,  he  is  liable  to  his  princi- 
pal, and  they  must  seek  their  redress 
afrsinst  him,  and  not  against  persons 

'  with  whom  he  has  dealt-,  if  such  deal- 
ing is  within  the  general  scope  ot  the 
authority.    {Id.) 

5.  Where,  in  consequence  of  the  extent 
and  nature  of  a  business,  a  large  num- 
ber of  dorks  are  employed  therein,  and 
from  necessity  the  duties  assigned  to  a 

E articular  clerk«  to  be  discharged  by 
im,  devolves  upon  another,  any  act 
done  by  the  latter,  if  within  the  gene- 
ral scope  of  his  employment  as  a  clerk, 
will  be  the  act  of  the  principal.  {Good- 
rich agt  UTiomptot^  4  Bobt,  75.) 

6.  The  officers  and  agents  of  a  corpora- 
tion, may,  in  consideration  of  the  final 
settlement  of  an  account  by  an  agent, 
make  a  valid  agreement  to^  allow  him 
interest  on  the  items  of  it,  although 
uot  strictly  charesable  by  law.  (Fw- 
tnert  Loan  aiid  Trust  Co,  agL  Mann,  4 
JiobU,  356.) 

7.  The  creation  of  the  president  of  a 
company,  member  of  all  Rtanding  com- 
mittees thereof,  "including  such  fi- 
nance committe.  and  conferring  upon 
him  the  ^neral  direction  and  snperin- 
tendence  '*  of  irs  affairs,  by  one  of  its 
b^-laws,  sanctioned  the  assumption  by 
him  of  duties  so  confeiTed  apon  the  in- 
vestment and  finance  committee  and 
he  acted  under  the  general  powers  thus 
confered  upon  him.     [Id.) 

8.  An  anthoiity  simply  to  buy  stock,  will 
not  entitle  the  agent  to  make  the  prin- 
eipal  responsible  for  the  value  of  the 
stock  to  any  one  but  the  seller  or  him- 


iny 


Belt   It  will  not  authorise  him  to  bor- 


row money  to  pay  for  iL  ontbe  i^,i»«jh. 
Bibility  of  the  pnneipal.  {Martin  BgL 
Jfcfert,4iWt,m) 

9.  Where  one  employs  another  as  his 
agent  to  collect  a  daim,  the  latter 
agreeing  to  pay  the  same  to  his  prind- 
pal  when  collected,  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover a  balance  remaining  in  the  a^ent*s 
hands  from  collections  made  bv  him  on 
such  daim,  the  doctrine  applies,  that 
an  sgent  receiving  money  for  his  prin- 
dpafis  bound  to  pay  it  over  to  him,  and 
cannot  be  converted  into  a  trustee  for 
a  third  person,  by  a  mere  notice  of  hit 
daim ;  nor  can  ne  dispute  the  title  of 
his  prindpal.  {Ha^unond  agt.  Chrittit, 
5  R)bt.,  leo.) 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  sold  out  bis  inter- 
est in  a  co-partnership  firm  to  other 
members  of  the  firm,  constituting  a  new 
firm,  and  took  a  bond  of  indemiHty 
from  one  of  the  members  of  the  new 
firm  and  a  third  person  as  snretj,  to 
save  him,  plaintiff',  indemnified  and 
harmless,  from  the  payment  of  any 
debts  of  the  old  firm ;  and  it  appeared 
that  after  the  execution  of  the  bond, 
an  indebtedness  of  the  old  firm  had 
been  changed  without  the  assent  of  the 
surety^  from  an  account  and  put  into  a 
note  signed  by  one  of  the  defendaais 
on  the  bond — a  member  of  the  new 
firm — who  had  no  authority  to  gi^e 
notes  in  the  name  of  the  old  firm: 

2.  Held,  that  this  note  having  been  by 
an  action,  meiged  in  a  judgment,  and 
paid  by  the  plaintiff,  without  any  no- 
tioe  to  the  surety  on  the  bond  of  the 
defense  to  it.  the  surety  was  discharged 
and  the  plaintiff  eonid  not  recover  the 
amount  of  the  judgment  from  him. 
{I%uH>er  agt  Jenlfitu,  anU,  66.) 

FROVISIONAL  REMEDY. 

1.  In  an  action  of  claim  and  deltvery  of 
persona]  propertv,  where  the  property 
IS  restored  to  Che  plaintiff  ana  ao> 
oepted  by  him,  although  he  claims 
costs  of  the  action,  before  the  actual 
.  commencement  of  the  action  by  the 
service  of  process,  although  the  same 
with  an  undertaking  were  in  the  hands 
of  the  sheriff'  for  service  at  the  time, 
the  action  cannot  be  maintained.  . 
{Following  the  dteition  in  the  cateof 
Ghristie  agt.  Corhett,  34  Bow.,  Pr.  S^ 
19.)    (iVbtieragt  C&ncin,  oafe,  540.) 

S.  The  approvalof  the  undertaking  by  the 
sheriff  is  not  the  allowance  of  aprons 
tonal  remedy,  so  as  to  give  the  comt 
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jahtdieticn  of  tbe  aetion  under  A 139 
of  Uie  Code.    {Id) 

PUBUG  OFFIGEB& 

1.  No  individual  or  pnUic  officer  can 
sell,  aud  convey  a  good  tittle  tp,  the 
)and  of  another,  anless  aathorised  to 
do  80  by  express  law  ;  and  the  persen 
invested  with  such  power  must  parsn? 
with  precision  the  course  prescribed  by 
law,  or  his  aot  will  be  invalid.  {Bui^ 
ner  agt.  EmIvmlh^  50  Barh„  639.; 

%  Sach  a  ease  is  not  one  for  presaming 
that  public  officers  have  dfone  their 
dutv,  bat  for  inquiring  what  they  have 
in  fact  done ;  and  It  mnst  be  shown 
that  ii  is  in  conformity  with  the  stal> 
mory  reqairementB.    {Id.) 

3.  This  principle  applied  to  the  acts  of  the 
comptroller  of  tne  state  when  he  u 
engaged  in  the  attempt,  through  the 
medium  of  a  tax  sale,  to  subvert  the 
title  of  an  individual  and  to  transfer  it 
to  another.    {Id.) 

4.  Notwithstanding  the  "custody  "  given 
to  the  United  States  officers,  by  Btat- 
utesjthe  warehouse  keeper  is  the  guar- 
dian of  the  hiterests  of  the  owners ; 
that  is,  of  the  goods  subject  to  the  lien 
for  duties,  and  is  responsible  for  their 
safe  keeping,  like  any  other  bailee.  If 
he  neglects  to  exercise  due  diligence, 
he  IS  hable  to  the  owners  of  the  goods. 
{SckMoerin  agt  McJ^it,  5  Bobt.^  404.) 

RAIL  ROAD& 

1.  Railroad  companies  have  no  right  to 
run  their  trains  upon  the  assumption 
that  travelers  on  a  Highway  which  the 
railroad  crosses,  will  always  be  pru- 
dent and  careful  On  the  contrary, 
such  companies  may,  very  properlv. 
presume  that  persons  crossing  the  high- 
way will  frequently  be  negligent,  and, 
therefore,  they  should,  in  view  of  sach 
well  know  fact,  observe  the  greater 
precaution.  {Card  atrt.  N.  F.  and  Ear- 
im  B,  B.  Co,,  50  Barb.,  99.) 

2.  Although  an  injury  upon  a  railroad 
may  have  occurred 'by  tbe  negligenop 
or  carelessness  of  the  owner  of  cattle, 
who  has  suffered  them  to  stray  npoti 
tbe  track,  it  does  not  follow  tHat  the 
railroad  company  are  exempt  from  re- 
sponsibility, unless  thev  are  also  free 
firom  negligence  contributing  to  tbe 
injury.    iJUL) 

3.  The  admission  of  an  engineer,  as  to  an 
act  of  his  white  in  the  emplov  of  the 
railroad  company,  made  after  the  trans- 
acuon,  and  after  he  had  ceased  to  be 


the  servant  or  affent  of  the  company,  is 
ouem. 


not  binding  on  t 


{Id.) 


4.  Railroad  bonds,  though  nominally  se- 
cured by  mortgsge  on  truck  and  rolling 
stock,  should  not  be  regarded  as  real 
security,  within  any  rule  adopted  or  to 
be  adopted.  Ptr  Sutherland,  J. 
{King  agt.  TaU>ot,  50  Barb.,  453.) 

5.  The  44th  section  of  the  general  rail- 
road act,  {^Lawt  of  1850,  ^.  233,)  re- 

aulring  railway  companies  to  fence  in 
leir  roads,  is  mapplicable  to  depots  in 
cities.  (Lehey  agt.  Budion,  Biver  B,  B, 
Co.,  4  BobL,  204.) 

6.  A  possibility,  or  even  a  probabiliiy,  of 
iniury  to  any  one  who  may  happen  to 
be  behind  stationary  ears  in  a  railroad 
depot,  does  not  make  it  incumbent  on 
the  railroad  company,  aS  a  duty,  to  as- 
certain that  no  one  is  there,  before  they 
move  any  of  those  cars.    {Id.) 

7.  No  new  rules,  or  modifications  of  an 
old  one,  adopted  latterly,  as  to  negli- 
gence on  railway  tracks  or  highways, 
are  applicable  to  a  case  where  the  in- 
jury caused  by  negligence  of  servants 
was  done  upon  the  premises  of  the  de- 
fendants in  the  coarse  of  the  ordinary 
occupations  of  their  servants  in  snch 
depot  without  any  peculiar  relations 
between  them  and  the  person  injured. 
For  snch  injury  the  servants  alone  are 
liable.    Per  Robbktboit,  Ch.  J.  {Id.) 

8.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages 
against  a  railway  corporation,  for  in- 
juries to  property  of  the  plaintifik  by  a 
train  of  toe  cars  of  the  former,  where 
the  latter  while  driving  in  a  wagon  up- 
on the  highway,  attempted  to  cross  the 
railway  track  m  the  day  time,  and  see- 
ing at  a  distance  of  forty  feet,  a  train 
of  cars  approaching,  turned  their 
horse's  head  towards  tbe  locomotive 
and  attempted  to  back  him  from  the 
train, 'but  ne  being  frightened,  they 
turned  his  head  away  towards  a  neigh- 
boring fence,  in  a  narrow  space  where 
the  passage  was  obstructed,  and  the 
wheel  of  their  wagon  was  struck  by 
the  train ;  ffeld  to  be  a  case  of  oontn 
bating  negligence  on  the  paU  of  the 
plaintiffs,  or  of  unavoidable  accident 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  unless 
there  were  other  proof  of  their  negli- 

fence.     (Sckwarta  agt  ffudson  Biver 
I.  B.  Co.,  4  BobL,  347.) 

9.  When  a  penon  commits  himself  to  the 
care  of  the  employees  of  a  carrier  of 
passengen,  to  be  transported  any 
where,  he  makes  them  his  agents,  so 
far  as  the  use  of  care  to  avoid  the  con- 
sequences to  him  of  the  negligence  of 
the  conductors  of  any  other  vehicles  on 
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tli«  road  to  eoooerned.    ( JfooMy  >^ 
Aufjim  Bi9er  R.  M.  Co.,  5  BobL,  50.) 

10.  Negligence  in  tlie  managers  of  a  rail- 
road car  in  which  a  passenger  is  car- 
ried, contribnting  to  a  ooUlsion  with  a 
train  upon  another  road,  by  which  snch 
passenger  is  injured,  will  defeat  any 
recovery  by  him  for  snch  injury.  {Id.) 

11.  In  an  action  against  a  city  railroad 
company,  to  recover  damages  for  a  i>er- 
Bonal  injorv,  occasioned  oy  the  im- 
proper condact  of  the  driver  of  the  de- 
fendants' car,  any  ezpreraion  .of  snch 
driver,  either,  before,  during  or  imme- 
diately after,  and  in  the  heat  of  the 
occurence,  showing  his  then  design  to 
do  an  iiynry,  and  not  being  a  declara- 
tion preutcaced  upon  an  after- thought,is 
admisible  in  evidenoe.  (  Whittaker  agt 
JEtffhth  Ave.  B.  B.  Co.,  5  BobL,  650.) 

12.  An  action  cannot  be  maintained 
against  a  corporation  hy  one  of  its 
stockholders,  to  compel  it  to  declare 
and  pay  a  dividend,  from  funds  on 
band.  (Kamu  agt.  Boekuter  S  Otnuu 
VaUmf  B.  B.,  4  Abb.  If.  ^.,107.) 

13.  A  corporation  stands  in  no  fiduciary 
relation  to  its  stockholders.  The  di> 
rectors,  not  the  corporate  body,  are  the 
trustees,  and  should  be  parties  to  any 

.  action  for  the  enforcement  of  the 
trust.    {Id.) 

14.  Neither  a  railroad  corporation  nor 
its  directors  have  the  right  to  make 
certificates  purporting  to  represent  cap- 
ital stock  01  the  corporation,  which  has 
not  in  fact  been  subscribed  and  paid  for, 
and  put  them  on  the  market  for  sale  as 
stock.  Snch  isiues  are  ultra  virei. 
{Fish  agt.  Chitago^  Bock  Island  and 
Paeijie  Bailroad  Co.,  ante,  20.) 

15.  A  subsequent  statute  passed  by  the 
state  of  Iowa  atone,  ratifying  snch  false 
certificates  of  stock  cauuot  aid  the  cor- 
poratiuo ;  for  the  state  of  IIMnois  has 
as  much  control  of  the  matter  as  the 
state  oi  Iowa,  the  stock  being  the  is- 
sue of  a  consolidated  corporation  of 
both  stales.    {Id.) 

16b  Where  a  foreign  railroad  corporation/ 
issue  new  and  additional  certificates  of 
stock  and  sell  the  same  in  the  market,' 
which  stock,  under  our  laws,  would  be 
considered  spurious,  and  the  certificates 
thereof  void,  as  issued  uUra  vires,  and 
the  sales«of  which  this  court,  in  an  ac- 
tion by  a  citizen  of  this  state  as  a  stock- 
holder of  said  corporation,  would  re- 
strain by  injunction,  will  nevertheless 
be  controlled  by  the  laws  of  the  states 
under  which  such  corporation  is  crea- 
ted; and  where  such  states  by  their  laws 
ratify  and  decide  such  stock  to  be  le- 


^  and  valid,  this  eonii  will  refuse  to 
interfere  by  injunrtion.  {(yBrien  a^ 
Chicago  Bock  Island  and  Pacific  Baid- 
road  Co.,  anU,  24.) 

17.  A  traveler  approaching  a  railroad 
track  \M  bimnd  to  use  hU  eyei  and  kis 
ears,  so  far  as  there  is  opportunity. 
{BmH  agt,  HvdsonB.  B.  Co.,  anU,  84.) 

18.  If^lvfence  in  a  railroad  company  in 
the  giving  of  signals,  or  in  omitaug 
precautions  of  any  kind,  will  not  ez- 
ense  his  omission  to  be  diligent  in  suca 


Dse  of  his  own  means  of  avoiding  dan- 
ger; and  where,  by  such  use  of  his 
senses,  the  traveler  might  avoid  dan- 
ger, notwithsUndin^  the  nef^ect  to 
give  stg^nals  or  warning,  his  omission  is 
concurring  ntffligence,  and  should  be  so 
peremptorily  decU&red  by  the  court ;  and 
where  proof  of  this  is  clear,  the  plain' 
tiff  thue  negligent  should  he  nan-mdUd. 
{Id.\ 

19.  Where  the  question,  whether  the  trav- 
eler used  ordinary  care  and  prudence, 
in  a  ^ven  case,  becomes  so  complicated 
and  involves  so  many  details,  that  hon- 
est and  intelligent  men,  acting  without 
bias  or  partiautv,  in  a  single  and  sin- 
cere desire  to  aetermioe  according  to 
the  truth,  may  reasonably  differ  in  their 
conclusions,  then  the  question  should 
be  left  to  the  Jury.   (Id.) 

20.  There  is  no  statute  or  rule  of  taw  re- 
Quiring  a  railroad  company  to  keep  a 
fag^manuX  the  crossing  of 'a  highway, 
to  give  notice  of  the  approach  of  a  train, 
consequently,  their  omission  to  do  so  is 
not  negligence.  {Id.) 

21  It  is  the  duty  of  the  attorney  genera^  , 
under  $  405  of  the  Code,  whenever  he 
shall  have  reason  to  believe  that  any 
of  the  acts  or  omissions  specified  in 
that  section  can  be  established  by  proof, 
to  apply  to  the  court  for  leave,  and  up- 
on leave  granted,  to  brinf  an  action  in 
the  name  of  the  people  of  the  state,  for 
the  purpose  T>f  vacating  or  annulling 
the  existence  of  a  corporation  (other 
than  municipal),  in  every  oase  of  pub- 
lic interest.  (People  agt.  JSru  Baitwau 
Co.,anU,l2d.) 

22.  An  action  cannot  1>e  maintained  under 
the  Revised  Statutes,  relative  to  |>ro- 
oeedings  against  corporations  in  equity, 
by  a  stockholder  against  the  corporatioo 
and  its  trustees,  to  restrain  the  trustees 
from  exercising  any  powers  as  trustees, 
and  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  c/t 
the  property  and  eflfects  of  the  eorpoi^ 
ation.    (Id.) 

23.  No  mere  creditor  of  a  corporation  can 
have  a  receiver  appointed  until  he  has 
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a  judgment  and  execution  returned  «»- 
eaiis^.    (Id.) 

S4.  In  thii  action  the  court  enjoin  the  de- 
fendant,  ita  directors,  officers,  trustees 
and  agents  from  deliverini^  to  any  re< 
ceiver  heretofore  appointed  in  other  ac- 
tions against  the  aefendant  by  stock- 
holders, possession  of  the  Erie  Kaiiw^ay 
Company,  bnt  they  are  required  to  de- 
liver possession  to  any  receiver  who 
shall  be  appointed  in  this  action.    (Id.) 

5i5.  A  re/ereeh  also  appointed  to  thoroneh- 
ly  examine  into  the  transactions,  affairs 
and  ccAidition  of  all  actions  affecting 
the  Erie  Railway  Company  and  the  di- 
rectors thereof,  with  instructions  to  re- 
port to  this  court  with  all  convenient 
speed.  The  directors  of  the  defendant, 
in  the  meantime,  bein^  forbidden  ftrom 
exercising  any  aonbtftxl  powers  or  au- 
thority without  the  sanction  of  this 
oonrt,  and  from  issuing  any  new  con- 
Tertible  bonds  of  the  Railway  Company 
and  Irom  converting  any  bonds  of  the 
company  Into  stock  thereof.    (Id.) 

56.  A  eorponiion  Jfrailroad)  can  act  only 
by  and  through  its  officers  and  agents. 
Hence  the  acts  of  such  officers  and  ar 
gents,  performed  within  the  scope  of 
their  general  official  duties,  are  oind- 
in^upon  the  corporation.  {JEaet  New 
Tork  and  Jamaica  Baitroad  Co.  agt. 
LightkaU,  ante,  481.) 

57.  Receiving  payment  oi  tiubeeripiione  to 
%U  capital  ttoclt,  is  no  more  out  of  the 
line  of  the  preeidenVe  duty,  than  receiv- 
ing payment  for  any  other  debt.    {Id.) 

28.  Therefore,  where  the  president  of  the 
oorporatiou' receives  payment  of  the 
subscriptions,  to  its  capital  stock  in  any- 
thing other  than  money^  his  act  is  bilid 
ing  upon  the  corporation,  miless  the 
corporation  itself  is  incapable  of  re- 
ceiving payment  in  that  way ;  and  this 
Is  so,  notwithstanding  the  anthority 
fi^ven  to  the  president  majr  have  been 
umited  in  terms,  lo  collections  in  mon- 
ey only.     (Id.) 

29.  Every  corporation  has,  besides  the 
powers  expressly  conferred  by  its  char- 
ter, certain  common  law  powers,  which 
may  be  exercised  in  fnnnerance  of  the 
purposes  of  the  corporation.    (Id.) 

30.  The  plaintiff  in  this  case  having  no 
limitation  in  its  charter  to  the  ordina- 
ry implied  powers  of  all  corporations, 
nor  any  provision  which,  eitoer  in  ex- 
press terms  or  bv  necessary  implica- 
tion, defines  the  tning  which  the  plain- 
tiff shall  receive  in  payment  for  debts 
due  to  the  corporation,  the  receipt  by 
tlicir  president  of  coal  etock  of  another 
eorporation,  in  payment  for  the  defen- 


dant's subscription  to  the  capital  stock 
of  the  plaintiff,  was  the  receipt  thereof 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  cannot  now  be  re- 
jected for  want  of  authority.    {Id.) 

RAPE. 

1.  Having  carnal  connection  with  a  wo- 
man intoxicated  to  the  point  of  insensi- 
bility, forcibly,  is  not  a  rape,  but  is 
merely  a  crime  under  the  23d  seotion 
of  the  act  respecting  offenses  against 
the  person.  (2  2J.  iS  663,J  23.  (IVo- 
pU  agt.  Quin,  50  Barb.,  128.) 

2.  To  constitute  the  crime  of  rape,  since 
the  Revised  Statutes,  the  connection 
must  be  absolutely  against  the  wiU  of 
the  female,  and  there  should  be  the  nt. 
most  reluctance  and  the  utmost  resist- 
ance by  her.    {Id) 

3.  Where  a  physician  had  sexual  con- 
nection witn  a  female  patient,  a  Single 
woman  thirty  years  of  age,  on  two  oo- 
casions,  while  attending  her  in  a  pro- 
fessional capacity ;  she  testifying  that 
he  told  her  she  had  a  disease  of  the 
womb,  and  that  a  physical  examination 
was  necessary ;  that  he  professed  to  be 
making  such  examination,  while  doing 
the  acts,  which  she  believed  to  be  true ; 
that  this  occurred  in  the  parlor  of  her 
brother's  house,  in  the  day  time,  while 
the  wife  of  her  brother  was  in  an  ad- 
joining room:  bnt  that  though  she 
submitted  with  much  relunctance,  she 
made  no  outcry,  and  made  no  revela- 
tion of  the  occurrences  until  after  she 
had  been  told  that  she  was  pregnant ; 
JBfM  that  such  a  statement,  made  b^  a 
female  of  mature  age  and  posseesmg 
any  intellectual  capacity,  ought  not  to 
be  allowed  to  become  tiie  basis  of  judi- 
cial action.  {Walter  8igA.  People,  50 
J5ar6.,  145.) 

4.  The  prisoner's  counsel  requested  the 
court  to  charge  that  "  even  if  the  de- 
fendant had  accom;)Iished  his  alleged 
purpose  by  fraud,  without  intending  to 
use  force,  then  such  fraud  does  not 
oonstitute  rape,  unless  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  defendant  intended  to 
nse  force,  if  the  fraud  fiedled."  The 
court  reftised  so  to  charge.  BUdt  that 
the  proposition  was,  in  several  asp«cts 
of  tne  case,  correct,  and  that  the  jury 
should  have  been  instructed  aooora- 
ingly.  {Id) 

REAL  PROPERTT. 

I.  Standing  trees  form  a  part  of  the  land, 
and  as  such  are  real  property,  and  a 
contract  for  the  sale  oi  them  Is  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  an  interest  in  the 
land,  and  must  be  in  ^writing,  and  ialla 
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within  the  inteut  and  meaning  of  the 
recordiDg  aos.  ( Vortbtck  agt.i2o«|  50 
Barb.,  3U2.) 

RE-ABaMUENT. 

1.  Tlie  nsnal  mode  allowed  by  law  for 
correctioff  the  eirora  of  inferior  conrta 
18  bj  appeal ;  and  it  i«  only  in  courts 
of  'laat  resort,  where  there  is  no 
other  remedy  for  an  oversight  or  mis- 
take, that  re-argamento  are  permitted, 
nnless  in  extraordinary  cases,  and  then 
only  npon  the  failure  to  present  or  no- 
tice  an  important  legal  quesiion,  or  a 
recent  statute  or  decision.  (Ntxtil  agt. 
Whtder,  4  BobL,  190.) 

2.  A  motion  for  there-afgnment  of  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  on  exceptions  will 
not  be  entertained  where  snch  motion 
Is  made  not  upon  the  ground  of  any 
overeight  or  mistalce  npon  a  onestioh 
of  law,  bnrof  a  misunaerstanoing  by 
the  court  of  factt  in  evidence  in  the 
case,  which  has  inclined  it  to  think 
that  certain  questions  of  fact  ought  to 
have  been  8ub*nitt«d  to  the  jury,  and 
with  their  submission  the  question  of 
damiU(es  also;  and  also  upon  the 
ground  that  if  there  was  any  error  in 
the  damages,  the  court  could  and  should 
bave  corrected  it  by  the  evidence,  by 
giving  the  plaintiff  an  opportunity  of 
remitting  the  excess.    {Id) 

&  A  reHtfgament  of  a  cause  will  not  be 
ordered,  merelv  upon  the  grounds  thut 
the  court  overlooked  authorities  tend- 
ing to  establish  the  ri^ht  of  lessors  to 
recover  the  full  amount  of  an  assess- 
ment as  damages  for  non-payment  of  it 
by  the  lessee,  according  to  a  covenant 
by  him  contained  in  the  lease,  and  also 
erred  in  supposing  that  it  could  not  de- 
cree a  specific  performance  of  snch 
covenant,  under  the  particular  form  of 
the  pleadmgs  in  the  case.  (lUctor^  'Ac, 
ofTrwA^  Church  agt  HimitUf  4  Bobt, 
37^ 


BEFEBENCE. 

1.  The  court  has  no  anthority  to  grant  an 
order  o}  referfnee  in  an  action  for  the 
value  of  personal  property  sold,  consis- 
ting of  twenty  items  or  more  in  the  ac- 
count, where  the  defendant  denies  that 
the  property  wu  sold  to  him ;  and  offers 
to  stipulate  tliatat  the  trial,  he  will  not 
dispute  or  question  the  items  of  said 
claim,  either  as  to  their  number,  their 
character,  their  value  or  their  price, 
and  asks  a  Trial  by  jury.  (Seit/el  agt. 
Bad,  anU,  506.) 


BEFEREES  AND  BEPOBTS. 

1.  A  referee,  after  havmg  made  hit  rs» 
report  in  an  action,  cannot,  on  the  set- 
tlement of  the  rsBBj  make  any  new  or 
other  findings  of  factor  law,  to  sustain 
or  overthrow  snch  report.  (FborJUr 
agt.  Voorhig,  50  Bm-b.,  119.) 

2.  The  provision,  in  subdivision  2  of  se^ 
tion  268  of  the  Code,  was  not  intended 
to  enlarge,  and  does  not  enlarge,  the 
power  of  a  judge  or  referee  in  settling 
a  case  so  as  to  authorise  him  to  make 
any  new  findings  of  law  or  fat/L  It 
requires  him  simply  to  specify  and  in- 
sert in  the  case  tli'e  flnaings  made  on 
the  decision  of  the  cause,  and  such  as 
he  is  reonired  by  section  267  to  em- 
brace ana  insert  in  his  report    (Id.') 

3.  The  Supreme  Court,  in  reviewing  judg- 
ments rendered  bv  referees  and  single 
jodses,  acts  simply  as  a  court  of  ap- 
peals, aiij)  can  draw  no  original  infer- 
ences from  the  evidence.  The  facta 
found  must  be  sufficient  to  support  the 
judgment;  and  if  they  are  not  sufficient, 
the  coart  cannot  sup'ply  the  deficiency 
by  drawing  such  conclusion  from  the 
evidence  as  it  may  think  the  referee 
was  authorised  to  draw  and  should 
have  drawn.    (Id,) 

4.  But  in  construing  and  Veriewing  the 
reports  of  judecs  and  referees,the  whole 
report  should  be  taken  together ;  and 
if  all  parts  of  it,  thus  considered  and 
construed,  do  cover  the  case  and  show 
that  it  was  in  fact  decided  upon  cor- 
rect principles,  courts  of  review  ought 
to  sustain  the  judgment    {Id. ) 

5.  A  second  report  by  a  referee  npon  sub- 
stantially the  same  evidence  and  con- 
taining the  same  findings  as  a  former 
report  ^hich  has  been  set  aside  as  errrv 
neons;  an  appeal  from  the  judgment 
entered  thereon,  when  it  is  in  favor  of 
the  same  partv,  will  be  set  aside  sum- 
marily.   {BeUowt  agt  FoUam,  4  Bcbt, 

6.  The  finding  of  a  referee,  npon  conflict- 
ing evidence,  on  a  question  of  fact^  Is 
conclusive,  and  cannot  be  disturbed. 
{QoodrichtLgL  Thcmpion^  4  Bobt.,  75.) 

7.  The  grant  of  authority  to  courts,  by 
section  271  of  the  Code,  to  refer  actions 
involving  the  examination  of  a  longa^ 
count,  is  at  most  permissive,  not  per- 
emptory,  and  is  intended  more  for  the 
benefit  of  the  court,  than  as  a  right  of 
the  parties.  {Goodyear  agt  Brookt, 
4  Robt.,  682.) 

8.  The  questions  of  law  which  may  so  be 
required  to  be  decided  are  not  confined 
to  those  arising  oat  of  the  facts  pre- 
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sented  bj  the  iflsnefl  in  the  eaae.  They 
nay  srow  out  of  their  Terj  ohanoter, 
ana  toe  evidenee  neeeaMury  to  their  in- 
Teatigatioo.    {Id.) 

9.  An  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage  is  not  in  a  condition  to  have 
all  the  issnes  therein  referred,  while 
any .  defendants,   aoainst  whom   the 

Slaintiff  seeks  a  jaogment  over  for  a 
eficieney,  have  not  oeen  senred  with 
a  summons,  or  have  been  served  with 
a  notice  that  no  personal  claim  is  made 
asrainst  them,  and  have  not  appeared. 

10.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  referee  before 
whom  all  the  issues  of  an  action  are 
tried,  to  insert  in  his  report,  when  re- 

Siired,  his  flndiuKs  of  mcts  and  con- 
usions  of  law,  The  facts  so  required 
to  le  found,  should  be  those  forming 
part  of  the  issues  presented  by  the 
pleadings,  and  not  tliose  merely  evi- 
aentiarv  of  them.  (Xom  agK  BortL 
5  BcbC,  609.) 

BELIGIOUS  CORPOBATIONB. 

1.  Subscriptions  and  donutions,  made  for 
the  erection  of  a  parish  school-house, 
paid  to  an  individual,  who  is  the  treas- 
urer of  a  religious  corporation  at  the 
time,  do  not  necesariiy  become   the 

,  property  of  such  corporation.  {Sector, 
dc  Chureh  of  the  Bedetmer  agL  Oraw- 
ford,  5  Bobt,,  100.) 

2.  To  constitute  a  corporation  meeting, 
'  whose  acts  and  resolutions  shall  be 

binding,  there  need  not  be  present  a 
majority  of  all  the  corporators.  Where 
the  corporators  are  indefinite,  such  of 
them  as  assemble  pursuant  to  a  regular 
&i\\  ior  a  meeting,  will  constitute  a 
quorum  for  the  transaction  of  business, 
and  a  majority  of  that  quorum  can  pass 
resolutions  binding  on  the  body  itself. 
{J^adiaon  Ave,^  Baptist  Church  agt» 
Baptist  Church  ia  Oliper  Sl,  5  Bo^L, 
645: 

3.  The  fact  that  some  persons  were  pres- 
ent at  a  corporate  meeting  who  were 
not  corporators,  will  not  vitiate  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  meeting,  unless  it  ap- 
pear that  such  persons  voted,  and  that 
their  votes  were  necessary  to  carry 
the  resolutions  which  were  claimed  to 
•e  passed.    (Id.) 

Whether  the  pew  hliiers  of  a  religous 
body  were  more  or  less  numerous  tnan 
was  stated  in  such  a  petition  is  imma- 
terial: since  any  allegation  as  to  the 
consent  of  the  pew  hirers  miffht  have 
been  stricken  out  of  the  petition  with- 
out affecting  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,    ild.) 


B£B  ADJUDICATA. 

1.  Where  a  court,  in  a  former  action  be- 
tween the  same  parties,  had  jurisdiction 
over  both  the  subject  and  the  parties, 
and  the  question  of  fact  upon  which 
the  plamtifTs  title  to  the  subject  matter 
of  tiie  action  depended  were  the  same 
in  both  actions,  and  either  were,  or 
might  have  been,  litigated  in  snah 
former  action,  and  were  necessary  to 
its  decision;  and  the  final  heann« 
therein  was  upon  the  merits ;  the  acf 
judication  therein  is  ret  judicakt  aa  to 
eveiy  thing  which  was,  or  under  the 
pleaoinffs  might  have  been,  controver- 
ted in  ^at  action,  whose  determination 
was  necessary  for  the  final  dispositioD 
of  the  case.  {KeeMeig^,Clarief^Bobt.f 


RIOT. 

I.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  an  action  against 
one  of  the  cities  of  this  state,  to  recov- 
er damages  for  the  destruction  of  prop- 
erty therein  by  fire,  during  the  exis^ 
enoe  of  a  riot,  in  order  to  piake  such 
city  liable  therefor,  to  establish  the 
absolute  impossibility  of  the  occurrence 
of  the  fire  unless  by  the  agency  of  the 
rioters.  It  is  enough  to  establish,  by 
circumstantial  evidence,  theprobabUity 
of  the  origination  of  such  nre  by  the 
rioters,  so  g[reat  as  to  render  that  of  it* 
having  originated  in  any  other  way,  on 
any  ordinary  principles  of  ezpenence 
and  reasoning,  so  remote  and  improba- 
ble as  to  make  it  morrally,  even  if  not 
physically,  impossible.  {Bote  agt. 
Mayor,  Sc,  of  ±  r.,4  Bobt,,  49.) 

2.  Although,  in  such  an  action,  there  may 
be  no  direct  evidence  that  the  premises 
were  set  on  fire  by  a  mob,  and  the 
pkiintiff  seeks  to  maintain  his  action 
solely  by  force  of  circomstantisd  evi- 
dence, yet  inasmuch  as  the  tendency  of 
the  facts  proved,  to  raise  the  presump- 
tion that  the  fire  was  the  act  of  the 
rioters,  depends  entirely  upon  natural 
presumptions  to  be  derived  from  the 
eircumstances  of  the  case,  by  the  ap- 
plication of  the  common  experieTtae  of 
mankind,  based  upon  the  natural  capa- 
bility of  such  facts  to  generate  convio- 
tion  in  the  mmd,  it  is  proper  that  the 
case  should  be  submitted  to  the  jnry, 
(Id.) 

3.  Under  the  statute  of  18S5,  it  is  not  a 
qnestion  of  diligence  on  the  part  of  the 
city  authorities.  If  the  party  damni 
fled  has  not  been  guilty  of  any  want  et 
diligence  on  his  part  it  is  imperative. 
No  failure  of  a  mere  bailee  of  goods 
to  notify  the  mayor  or  sheriff  can  be 
imputed  against  tne  owner  of  the  good* 
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M  an  omitrion 

4*.  The  exclasion  bj  the  act  of  1855  (&  3,) 
of  a  party  damnified  by  a  riot  nom 
reooverinff  any  thing  anlen  he  *'  §kaU 
have  lued  all  r«uonabUdUig€iue  to  pr^ 
9ent  ench  damage,''  does  not  confine  Uie 
nquiaite  diligence  to  exertions  during 
a  riot;  bot  the  words  "shall  hare 
used  "  refer  to  a  time  anterior  to  the 
Injary  done  by  the  mob,  and  to  previons 
preeantlons  and  care  nsed  to  prerent 
Mtmction  by  a  mob.    {Id.) 

.  SEDUCTION. 

1.  A  mother,  in  case  of  father's  death, 
has  (he  same  right  to  the  serriees  of  a 
minor  child  that  the  father  woald  hare, 
if  living.  Hence  she  may  maintain 
an  action  for  the  sedootion  of  her 
danghter,  who  is  a  minor.  Hogkboom. 
J.  dtssented.  {Oray  ast  DurlaTid.  50 
Barh.,  lOOj 

2.  The  fact  that  at  the  time  of  the  lednc- 
tion  tile  daughter  happened  to  be  tem- 
porarily in  the  employ  of  another  per- 
son, with  the  assent  of*  the  mother  and 
as  a  means  provided  by  her  for  the 
support  of  the  minor,  will  not  consti- 
tute a  bar  to  an  action  \»j  the  mother. 
{Id,) 

SERVICE. 

1.  As  a  genera]  mle,  when  an  attorney 
is  emnloyed,  all  papers  in  the  cause 
must  be  served  upon  him,  instead  of 
the  party.  The  only  exception  to  this 
rule  is  where  the  object  is  to  bring  the 
party  into  contempt.  ( JYyaa  ajk  Sai(- 
ey.  90  Barb.,  73.)  '      ^ 

3.  Where  an  order  required  that,  if  the 
defendant  refused  to  refund  certain 
money  within  twenty  days  after  ser- 
yioe  of  a  copy,  a  judgment  should  be 
set  aside  and*  vacated,  but  did  not  re- 
ouire  a  personal  service  upon  the  de- 
fendant; Jleld,  that  a  service  upon  his 
attorney  was  sufficient.     (Id.) 

3.  Service  of  process  upon  a  convict  in 
the  State  prison  is  valid,  and  gives  the 
court  jurisdiction.    {BavU  agt.  BuMe, 

4.  The  suspension  of  civil  rights  which 
the  statute  (^  Btv.  Stat.,  701,  $  19)  de- 
clares to  be  the  effect  of  a  sentence  to 
State  prison,  does  not  give  him  any  im- 
munity from  actions,  nor  suspend  the 
rights  of  others.    (Id.) 

$.  The  statute  allowing  such  prisoners  to 
be  proceded  ngaiust  as  absent  debtors, 
is  not  exclasl  vff  of  the  ordinary  remedy 
by  action.    {Id.) 


6L  A  noHf  of  appeal  from  a  jostiee's  judg* 
ment  may  proper Iv  be  torved  on  the  re- 
spondent pereonaliy^  although  such  eer- 
▼loe  is  made  at  the  residence  of  tbe  lat- 
ter, whi^h  is  in  another  county  from 
that  in  which  the  jostiee,  the  appeilant 
and  the  attorneys  for  both  partiee  re- 
side, and  wherd  the  judgment  was  ren- 
dered. {Banielt  Mgt.  Jic^crr,  amU,  230.) 

7.  Service  personally  in  such  cases,  may 
be  made  upon  the  party  any  where, 
either  in  or  out  of  thcr  county  whsfre  the 
JQStiosraaides.    {Id.^ 

SEBYIGE  BY  PUBLICATXON. 

1.  The  defendants  being  non-residents, 
the  service  of^the  summons  was  by 
publication.  «Before  the  time  for  an- 
swering expired,  the  defendants  ap- 
peared by  attorney,  and  demaao- 
ed  a  copy  of  the  complaint,  which 
the  plaintiffs!  attorneys  declined  to 
serve.  Subsequently  and  after  the 
time  to  answer  had  expired,  on  the 
tbeoiy  of  service  by  publication  but 
before  the  expiration  of  twenty  days 
from  the  appearance  by  attorney,  jnag- 
ment  in  favor  of  the  plaintilb  was  en- 
tei'ed  by  the  clerk,  without  notice,  and 
without  any  application  to  the  court, 
under  subdivision  3  of  section  246  qf 
the  Code  of  Proceedure,  or  proof  of 
the  demand  sued  on,  or  inqniiy  as  ta 
payments  thereon ;  Beld  that  the  judg- 
ment was  irregularly  encered.  (iSpwa- 
er  agk  Melien,  50  Barb ,  239.) 

2.  Beld,  alto,  that  if  the  pldntiflb  h>- 
tended  to  treat  the  appearance  by  at- 
torney as  a  waiver  of^the  service  by 
publicadon,  and  as  .equivalent  to  per- 
sonal service,  they  should  have  waited 
twenty  days  after  the  appearanee^by 
attorney,  Wore  entering  judgaoMit. 
{Id.) 

SHERIFF. 

1.  It  IS  a  general  principle  that  a  sheriff 
must  act  on  his  own  responsibility,  in 
the  execution  of  process;  and  the 
court  wiU  not  direct  or  advise  him  as 
to  the  manner  of  executing  iL  {In  (he 
matter  of  the  Steamship  Oircattianf 
50  Barb,,  490.) 

2.  Where  a  defendant  is  in  close  custody 
at  the  time  of  entering  up  judgment 
against  him,  but  admitted  to  the  jail 
liberties  within  three  months  there- 
after, and  is  again  surrendered  into 
dose  custody  by  his  bondsmen,  he  is 
not  entitled  to  be  discharged  from  cos- 
tody  upon  the  ground  of  a  failnfe  of 
the  plaintiff'  to  charge  him  in  exaca- 
tion,  (2  J2.  ^.  556,  $  38,}  nntU  thne 
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tnontlis  after  hu  snrrender.     (Both 
•  agt  Bame$y  5  Bebt.,  640.) 

3.  Excepting  to  bail,  taken  by  the  sher- 
iff; is  an  "act  to  be  done,"  within  the 
meaning  of  section  174  of  the  Code, 
permitting  the  ooort,  in  its  disexetion, 
"  to  allow  an  answet  or  replj  to  be 
made,  or  any  oth^r  ac<  to  oe  done," 
after  the  time  limited  by  the  Code  for 
doing  it  IZimm  agt  BiUaman,  5 
Bobt^m.) 

•  4.  If  the  sheriff  has  been  predjndioed  by 
the  nefflect  to  except,  tbat  is  a  matter 
to  be  shown  in  opposition  to  the  mo- 
tion to  inflaenoe  me  discretion  of  the 
eonrt.    (Id,) 

5.  When  leaye  to  except  is  giTen,  after 
the  time  for  excepting  has  expired, 
it  will  be  on  terms,  and  leserying  any 
right  of  the  sheriff  to  set  op  the  neg- 
lect to.  except  in  time  in  any  action 
against  him.    {Id.) 

6.  A  sheriff's  certificate  of  sale  of  real 
estate  is  by  statute  made  presamptive 
OTidenee  ^'of  the  facts  therein  con- 
tamed,"  bnt  it  is  not  evidence,  pre- 
samptive or  otherwise,  of  any  other 
fiict  (Anderson  agt  Jatnes,  4  Bobt.^ 
35.) 

7.  The  mere  recital  in  a  sheriff's  certfi- 
oate,  of  an  execution,  is  not  evidence 
of  its  existence,  because  sach  recital  is 
not  a  necessary  part  of  the  certificate, 
which  is  made  evidence  of  those  facts, 
only,  which  thestatnte  requires  shoala 
be  stated  in  it.    {Id.) 

8LAin)EB. 

1.  WordsimpntinfftoaiiMe^niicwantof 
skill  or  knowledge  in  his  crafi  are  ac- 
tionable ptr  te.  {Fittfferald  agt  Bed- 
field,  anU,^,)       '     '^        '^ 

S.  Thns,  where  the  defendant  publicly 
ottered  the  following  words  of  and  oon- 
oeminff  the  plaintiff  who  was  a  mason 
by  trade,  to  wit:  that  he  "could  not 
make  a  good  wall  or  do  a  good  Job  of 
plastering;  tbat  be  was  no  woncman 
and  was  no  mechanic,  bnt  only  a  botch ; 
that  he  did  not  want  plaintiff  to  impose  ' 
himself  upon  the  people  of  HomellsviUe 
as  a  mason,  when  he  was  not,  but  only 
a  botch":  ^sU, actionable j^o'M.  {Id.) 

Z.  Words  spolen  or  written  in.  a  judicial 
proceeding  by  any  person,  attorney  or 
party,  having  a  duty  to  discharge,  or 
an  interest  to  protect,  in  respect  to  such 
proceedings,  are  absolutely  privileged. 
(Marsh  agt  Ulsworth,  anU,5^.) 

4.  No  action  will  lie  for  such  speaking 
or  writing,  however  Jalse,  d^amaHmrg^ 


or  malidons  may  be  the  words,  provi- 
ded the  matter  was  nuUerial  to  the  is- 
sue or  inquiry  before  the  court.   {Id.). 

5.  Where  the  speaking  and  writing  of 
slanderous  or  libelous  matter  by  one 
person  of  another,  is  not  inaienal  or 
pertineiU  to  the  inquiry,  he  shall  be 
held  to  answer  in  damages,  unless  he 
can  satisfactorily  show  that  he  spoke 
or  wrote  the  words  in  good  faiths  with- 
out malice,  and  having  reasonable  and 
probable  cause  to  believe  they  were 
both  tme  9nd  maUrioL    {Id.) 

6.  Therefore  where  words  concededly  de- 
famatory, are  spoken  or  written  in  jt^ 
dicial  proceedinas,  and  the  speajcer  or 
writer  claims  tnem  to  be  absolutely 
privileged,  the  onus  is  upon  him  to 
show,  clearly  that  such  defamatory 
matter  was  material  to  the  issue  or  iu- 
quiiy  before  the  court    {Id.) 

7.  A  demurrer  to  a  complaint,  which  al- 
leges and  charges  libelous  matter,  on 
the  ground  that  the  complaint  does  not 
Slate  fEM^ts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action,  admits  the  words  of  the  libel 
to  be  wholly  false  and  untrue ;  and  if 
the  defendant  relies  upon  the  libelous 
matter  being  prm^e(2,  as  material  to 
the  issue  pending  in  judicial  procee- 
dings stated  in  the  complaint  the  de- 
murrer must  fall,  unless  the  defendant 
can  show  the  maieriality  of  the  libel- 
ons  words  from  the  complaint,  outside 
of,  and  irrespective  or  such  libelous 
words  alleged  therein,  as  such  words 
are  admitted  by  the  demurrer  to  be 
false.    {Id.) 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  Although  in  many  cases,  a  court  of 
equity  will  not  de»!ree  a  specific  per- 
formance, for  the  reason  that  it  cannot 
compel  obedience  to  its  decree,  yet,  in 
such  cases  where  there  is  great  hard- 
ship, equity  will  forbid  any  conduct 
hostile  to  the  contract.  {Mar^  agt 
Blaekman,  50  Barb.,  329.) 

22.  If  a  case  bea|>roper  one  for  a  specific 
•  peiformance,  either  party,  having  the  ' 
power  ta  perform,  is  at  liberty  to  do 
so,  and  mav  recover  at  law  the  com- 
pensation nxed  in  the  contract;  and 
the  other  party  cannot,  by  notice  or 
otherwise,  abro^tate,  annul  or  recind 
the  contract,  without  the  consent  of 
the  former.    {Id.) 

3.  Althouffh  the  granting  of  a  decree  for 
a  s|>ecific  performance  rests  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  this  means  a  sound 
and  reasonable  discretion ;  and  where 
a  contract  respecting  real  property  is 
in  its  nature  and  circumstances  unobi 
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Jectaonable,  it »  as  much  a  matter  of 
ooane  for  eoartt  of  equity  to  de- 
deoree  a  specific  performanoe  of  it  as 
it  is  for  a  coart  of  law  to  give  dama- 
affes  for  the  breach  of  it.  (Omf  agt 
Dorland.  50  Barb.,  438.) 

4.  Where  the  party  against  whom  a  de- 
cree for  a  specific  penormance  is  sought 
shows  to  ihe  satisfttctioD  of  the  coart 
that  he  entered  into  the  contract  under  a 
boHajide  misapprehension  in  a  material 
point,  the  contract  will  not  be  carried 
into  effect    {Id.) 

5w  That  the  danse  in  the  agreement  seem- 
ing to  make  the  giving  of  the  lease  de- 
pendent only  apon  the  fitct  that  the 
explorers  were  to  be  satisfied,  was  not 
in  any  sense  a  condition  sabseqaent, 
bat  was  designed  as  %  protection  to  the 
defendant,  ana  waf  to  be  performed 
before  he  parred  with  bis  land.  (Mad- 
denhaU  agt  Klind:,  50  Barb^  634.) 

6.  And  that  neither  the  plaintiff,  nor  T. 
and  T.  his  assignors,  Jiave  performed 
that  condition^  they  were  not  entitled 
to  a  specific  performance.    {Id,)  ^ 

*  The  enforcement  in  equity  of  the 
specific  performance  of  mntaal  agree- 
ments between  owners  of  different 
parcels  of  land,  whose  valoe  or  nse 
may  be  increased  or  benefited  by  snch 
performance,  does  not  arise  from,  their 
oeintf  covenants  running  with  the  land, 
nor  18  ic  confined  to  cmcs,  where  alone 
an  acdon  at  law  would  lie  for  its  vio- 
lation, (as  being  an  interruption  of 
an  easment  in  lands,)  if  it  were  a  snb- 
iect  of  grant  {Ptrhint  agt  Cfodding- 
Um,  4  Sobt,  647.) 

B.  Whore  each  of  two  parties  to  an 
action  (derive  their  title  to  one  of  two 
adjoining  lots  of  land  fronting  on  a  city 
avenue,  T>y  conveyances  from  the  same 
grantor,  which,  by  snch  conveyances, 
are  expressly  subjected  to  covenants 
previously  entered  into  by  such  grantor, 
and  those  under  whom  he  derived  title 
and  the  owners  of  adjacent  and  oppo- 
site pieces  of  land  on  the^same  avenue, 
mutually,  for  leaving  a  space  in  front 
of  such  lots  unbuilt  upon,  the  i>kiiitiil 
can  enforae  such  covenant  against  the 
defendant,  although  his  lot  was  first 
conveyed  to  him  by  their  common 
grantor.    (Id,) 

STATUTE  OP  LIMITATION. 

1.  Upon  a  promissory  note  payable  on 
demand,  the  statute  of  limitation  be- 
gins to  run  from  the  date,  and  not 
from  the  time  of  the  demand  of  paj 
ment  {Birtt  agt  Brooks^  50 
334.) 


2.  No  actual  demand  of  payment  of  sadi 
a  note,  of  the  maker,is  neoeesary,  be- 
fore bringinir  an  action  upon  it  The 
bringing  of  tbe  action  is  a  aaficieot 
demand  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
cover. And  the  statute  of  Kraitatieiii 
properiv  begins  to  ran  from  the  day 
the  holder  may  sue  nppn  tiie  note. 
{Id.)  ^^ 

3.  The  decisions  in  Serriet  YToolMrfM, 
(42  Barb.  50;)  Setnril  agt  Saml,  (45 
%d.  517,)  and  the  remarks  of  Bbow5, 
J.  in  Fdyne  agt  SlaU,  (39  Bar^.  631,) 
BO  far  as  thev  are  applicable  to  the 
question    in  tais  case,  disapproved. 

4.  Statutes  of  limitation  effect  only  the 
remedy,  not  the  right,  and  except 
as  defenses  in  actions  against  the  po^ 
son,  only  create  a  presumption  of  pav- 
ment  of  a  money  aemand,  and  nay  oe 
rebutted  like  any  other  evidence 
thereof.  {Jatut  agt  Mercktad^  Bmk 
o/^/6a«y,4J2o6t,221.) 

5.  8o  held  in  an  action  for  the  eonvw- 
sion  of  stocks  pledged  to  secure  a  loan, 
begun  more  than  six  years  after  sudi 
loan  became  due,  wherein  it  was  ad- 
mitted that  it  had  not  been  paid  in  fhct 
{Id.)  *^ 

6.  A  payment,  by  a  debtor,  made  and  re- 
ceived by  the  express  terms  of  the 
written  acknowledffment  of  it,  **i% 
fu.ll  of  all  demands,  operates  as  a  ^• 
rect  repudiation  and  denial  of  any  fni^ 
ther  liability,  and  cannot  operate  to 
take  the  residue  of  a  demand  out  of 
the  statute  of  limitations.  {Barian 
a^    ifayor,  <^,  of  H.  J*.,  4  JZp&t, 

7.  The  question  of  the  operation  of  the 
acceptance  of  a  payment  nf  a  less  som 
in  satisfaction  of  a  larger  demand  as  a 
disohargre,  is  entirely  diflerent  from 
that  of  its  effect  in  taking  the  residue 
of  such  demand  out  of  the  operation  of 
the  statute  of  limitations,    (id,) 

S,  Neither  the  promises  of  the  financial 
ofilcer  of  a  city  to  pay  a  demand,  nor 
the  report  of  the  financial  committee  of 
the  common  council,  in  favor  of  pay* 
ment,  made  preparatory  to  eoUeeting 
the  tax  levy,  are  such  an  admission  in 
writing  as  to  bind  the  dty,  so  ss  lo 
take  the  cam  out  of  tbe  statute  of  lim- 
itationa.    (Id.) 

9  During  the  pendency  of  an  action  upoo 
a  promissory  note,  axainst  tbe  makers 
a  promise  by  the  defendant,  that  if  the 
plaintiffs  will  suspend  bringinff  an  ae- 
ti<m  upon  another  note  given  i>y  him 
at  the  same  time,  he,  the  defendsnt, 
will  abide  the  dedoion  in  the  peadiqg 
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aotion,  eTen  if  it  amounted  to  a  prom- 
ise to  pay,  would  not  be  soificient  to 
Cake  the  note  ont  of  the  operation  of 
the  statate  of  limitationB  if  then  out- 
lawed. The  Code  reqaires  ench  a 
a  promise  to  he  in  writing,  and  signed 
by  the  party  to  be  charged.  (Brook- 
man  agt.  Metca{f,  4  JSobL,  568.) 

10.  The  deliTery  at  one  time,  of  a  quan- 
tity of  merchandise  sold,  but  not  fur- 
nished under  or  in  pursuance  of,  any 
ex]>ress  agreement,  creates  a  contract 
by  implication ;  and  tk  right  of  action 
accrues  to  the  vendors  immediately  on 
the  deliTery  of  the  merchandise.  The 
statute  of  hmitations,  therefore,  begins 
to  run  from  that  time.  (TurMragt. 
Martiny  4  RobL,  661.) 

11.  An  acknowledgment,  to  take  a'case 
out  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  must 
contain  an  unqualified  admistum  qf  tht 
ddft  and  show  a  willingness  to  pay  it. 
It  must  be  such  that  an  action  could 
be  sustained  upon  it,  though  the  orig- 
inal contract  alone  constituted  the. 
cause  of  action.    (Id.) 

12.  A  foreign  corporation  cannot  avail  it- 
self of  the  ttatuU  of  Hmitatiana  in  a  suit 
against  it  here.  {Mallory  agt  Tioga 
Sailroab  Co.,  anU,  202.)  ^ 

SUBTEERANEAN  WATERS. 

1.  The  law  controlling  the  rights  to  snb- 
terranean  waters  is  very  different  from 
that  affecting  the  rights  to  surface 
streams.  In  the  former  case  the  water 
belongs  to  the  soil,  is  part  of  it,  is 
owned  and  possessed  as  the  earth  is, 
and  may  be  used,  removed  and  con- 
trolled to  the  same  extent  by  the 
owner.  (2ViMto»,  ^.,  of  the  Village 
ofDdhx  agt  Toumana,  50  Barb,y  316.) 

2.  No  action  will  lie  for  injuries  caused 
by  cutting  ofS  subterranean  waters  per- 
colating the  soil  or  running  throiu^h 
unknown  channels,  and  without  a  <&- 
tinct  or  defined  course,    ild.) 

SUMMARY  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  The  demand  of  rent,  mentioned  in  the 
statutes  relating  to  summary  proceed- 
ings to  recover  the  possession  of  land, 
(3  j;,  8.  5<A  ed,  836,  \  28,  ruhd  %)  as 
distinguished  from  the  noivce  in  writing 
means  aperioTial  demand,  {People  agt. 
Grou,  50  Barb.,  231.) 

2.  The  notice  in  writing,  required  by  the 
statute  when  there  is  no  personal  de- 
mand, should  be  in  the  alternative,  and 
^ould  require  the  pavment  of  the  rent, 
**or  [in  the  words  of  the  statute]  the 
fcmeuien  of  the  premises.''    {Id,) 


8.  Where  a  tenant  was  allowed  to  occupy 
premises  without  being  limited  to  any 
term,  and  without  any  fixed  rent  being 
reserved,  but  only  snch  rent  as  tJie 
premises,  or  the  occupntion  thereof 
was  worth ;  it  was  held  that  this  was  a 
tenancy  at  will,  amd  therefore  within 
the  provisions  of  the  statate  relating 
to  summary  proceedings  to  recover  the 
possession  of  land.  {Sarefield  agt 
Mealy,50  Barb.,  245.) 

4.  An  injuncljon  to  i:estrain  the  prosecu- 
tion ot  summary  proceedings  to  dispos- 
sess a  tenant,  can  only  be  granted  in 
favor  of  the  tenant,  or  of  some  one 
who  is  a  party  to  the  proceedings  to  be 
enjoined.     (Aaron  agt  Baum,  4  Abb, 

5.  Such  injunction  will  not  be  granted  to 
one  not  a  party  to  the  summary  pro- 
ceediuj^,  merely  because  his  n^htfnl 
possession  is  to  oe  disturbed.    {Id.) 

SUMMONS. 

1.  Where  there  is  an  incongruity  between 
the  summons  and  the  complaint,  served 
at  the  same  time,  the  former  containing 
a  notice  that  in  default  of  an  answer 
the  plaintiff'  will  take  jud^ent  for  a 
specified  sum  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaint, whereas  the  latteris  for  a  tort, 
the  proper  remedy  to  rectify  such  a 
variance  is  amotion  to  set  aside  the 
complaint,  and  not  a  motion  to  set  aside 
the  summons.  {Bender  agt  Comttock  4 
BobL,  644.) 

2.  Want  of  service  of  the  summons,  in 
an  action,  is  not  a  mere  irregularity, 
but  affects  the  jarisdiction,  and  is  not 
affected  by  the  statutory  limitation  of 
two  ^ears,  a^inst  motions  to  set  aside 
for  irregularity.  ( Weekt  agt  MerriL 
bBobL,  610.)  o  -^ 

3.  The  court  is  bound  to  consider  the 
service  as  made  at  the  time  stated  in 
the  prdof  of  it,  after  a  motion  to  set  a 
judgment  aside,  founded  on  it  for  want 
of  service^  has  been  denied ;  and  if 
such  service  appears  therein  to  have 
been  more  than  ten  years  ago,  and  no 
excuse  is  offered  for  the  laches  in  not 
appljring  before,  a  motion  to  open  the 
judgment  and  let  the  defendant  in  to 
defend  will  be  denied.  {Id.) 

4.  New  parties  cannot  be  added  to  the 
action  without  amendment  of  the  sum- 
mons: and  the  summons  cannot  be 
amended  o/courM,  under  section  172  of 
the  Code,  but  leave  of  the  court  moKt 
be  obtained  under  section  173.  ( Walk- 
emthaw  agt  Pend,  5  BobL,  648.) 

5.  A  plaintiff  may  obtain  leave  to  amend 
the  summons  under  a  general  prayer 
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eontaiued  in  his  notke  of  motion,  "for 
BQch  other  order  or  relief  as  the  oonrt 
shall  see  fit  to  grant"    {Id.) 

SUPEBVISOEa 

1.  When  the  legidatnre  has  "  anfhorixed 
and  empowered  "  a  board  of  sapervi- 
aors  to  canse  taxes  UUgally  auet$ed  and 
|Mud  in  their  county  to  be  r^Mvd,  the 
act  is  imperative,  and  it  becomes  their 
dntv  to  do  so,  when  trathfal  claims  for 
sncn  taxes  are  duly  presented  to  them. 
{People  agt  SupervUon  of  OMsida, 
antej  1.) 

Sl  When  the  board  of  snperrisors  omits 
to  perform  its  doty  when  such  claims 
are  presented,  bnt  determines  that  the 
county  and  the  towns  against  which 
snch  claims  are  made  cannot  in  justice 
refund  snch  taxes,  that  the  claims  are 
invalid,  and  that  the  same  be  not  al- 
lowed, such  board  will  be  compelled 
by  mandamus  to  proceed  lUid  perform 

.  the  duty  enioinea  upon  it  by  tne  stat- 
ute.   {Id.) 

8UPPLEMENTART  PBOCEED- 
INGS. 

1.  Where  an  action  is  commenced  to  re- 
cover of  the  defendant  a  specified  sum 
of  money  the  defendant  cannot  set  np 
as  a  defense,  that  he  has  paid  such  snm 
to  a  creditor  of  the  plaintiff,  under  and 
in  pursuance  of  oraers  in  supplement- 
ary proceedings  against  the  plaintifi^, 
wnere  such  proceedings  were  institu- 
ted after  the  service  of  the  summons 
upon  the  defendant,  and  without  any 
notice  to  the  plaintiff.  (  Waldheim  agt* 
Bender,  atUt,  181.> 

2.  It  teemt,  that  such  a  defense  can  be  in- 
terposed only  on  special  application 
to  the  couxt.    (Id,) 

TAXES  AND  ASSESSHBNTS. 

1.  The  equity  powers  of  the  Supreme 
Court  cannot  be  suocessfuUy  invoked  to 
stay  or  prevent  the  assessment  or  col- 
lection of  a  tax.  (Mesteck  agt  Board 
e/3u2>enn$on,  50  Barb,,  190.) 

2.  Although  upon  the  breach  of  a  cove- 
nant by  a  lessee  to  pav  all  taxes  and 
assessments  which  shall  be  imposed  on 
the  premises  during  the  tenxk  a  right 
of  action  may  accrue  to  the  lessor  at 
once ;  unless  he  has  actually  paid  the 
assessment,  he  can  recover  onlv  nom' 
inal  danvaget.  {Rector^  Ac.  of  JtViatty 
Church  agt.  Higffintf  4  Bolt,  1.) 

3.  Tax  assessors  having  Jarisdietion  of 
the  person  and  of  the  snbject-matter— 


that  it,  taxation  of  property— «ii4  ^ 
vested  by  the  statute  with  authority 
to  decide  what  property  is  taxable  and 
what  exempt)  act  judicially  in  so  de- 
ciding; and  an  assessment,  tfaoiigh 
clearly  erroneous  in  overruling  a  dsiim 
of  exemption,  is  not  void.  {Foeier  agL 
Van  Wyek,  4  AU.  N,  8.,  4fl9.) 

4.  It  makes  no  difference  whether  the 
claim  of  exemption  arises  firom  State  or 
national  law.    [Id.) 

5.  The  determination  of  the  aasesaon  to 
impose  a  tax  is  a  judicial  determina- 
tion; and  an  error  therein,  althon^ 
it  may  be  corrected  by  an  appropriate 
proceeding,  does  not  lay  the  lonnoatioii 
for  sn  action  at  law  by  the  person  as 
seased  to  redress  the  allwed  injnl^r. 
{Id.)  ^ 

6.  When  claims  of  assessments  for  taxes 
upon  United  States  bonds,  stocks,  Ace., 
exempt  from  taxation,  are  presented  to 
the  board  of  supervisors,  under  diap- 
ter  938  of  the  laws  of  18&  {p.  2323)Tit 
is  the  duty  of  the  board  to  determine 
whether  such  taxes  have  been  paid; 
and  if  they  have  been  paid,  then  to  de- 
termine the  amount  thereof,  and  to  levy 
and  repay  sooh  amount  as  nrcecribed 
by  that  act  {People  agt  Suprnvmn 
of  Oneida,  aniey  1.) 

7.  When  the  legislature  has  "anthorissd 
and  empowerod"  a  board  of  snpern- 
sors  to  cause  taxes  illegally  as9ea$ed  and 
paid  in  their  county  to  be  repaid,  the 
act  is  imperativsL  and  it  .beeomes  then* 
duty  to  do  so,  when  tmthlU  claims  for 
sucn  taxes  are  duly  presented  to  them. 
(/A) 

8.  When  the  board  of  superrisora  omits 
to  perform  its  duty  when  snch  daims 
are  presented,  bnt  determines  that  the 
county  and  the  towns  against  which 
such  claims  are  made  cannot  in  josiiee 
refund  such  taxes,  that  the  claims  ars 
invalid,  and  that  the  same  be  not  al- 
lowed, such  board  will  be  compelled 
by  mandamus  to  proceed  and  perform 
the  duty  enjoined  upon  it  by  the  statute. 
{Id.) 

9.  Althou^  it  18  made  the  duty  of  tl.s 
comptroller  of  the  state,  from  time  to 
Ume,  to  give  any  person  requirinff  the 
same,  a  eert^ate  of  the  amount  of  auy  • 
tax,  ifUerett  and  charge*  due  on  any  tract 
of  land,  yet  the  omission  to  do  so  may 
be  under  circumstances  which  would 
preclude  the  effect  of  preventing  a  re- 
demptian.  As  where  tiie  owner  of  the 
land  has  received  one  such  eeitificafe 
firom  the  comptroller,  and  on  a  second 
application  for  the  same,  without  pro- 
ducing or  aotonnting  for  the  first,  the 
comptroller  lefuses,  the  owner  is  Ml 
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therebr  prewnted  fhmi  Tedmnptkm. 
Van  BaUkMjfien  agt  Sawyer,  oiitc,  iM5. ) 

10.  Cerl^icates  of  ind^bttdntu  iasoed  by 
the  United  States  government  ander 
the  acts  of  March  1  and  19,  18G2,  and 
treasury  notee  issaed  by  said  govern- 
ment, are  exem'ptedfrinh  state  taxation,. 
[Pwple,  Ac.  agt  Don,%tUyy  ante,  358.) 

1.  The  principle  of  exemption  is  that 
states  cannot  control  the  national  gov- 
ernment within  the  sphere  of  its  oon- 
atitntional  power,  for  there  it  is  en- 
preme;  and  cannot  tax  its  obligations 
for  payment  of  money  issued  ror  pur- 
poses within  that  range  of  powers,  be- 
catise.snch  taxation  necessarily  implies 
the  assertion  of  the  right  of  exercise 
Oif  snch  oontroL  { This  decision  reverses 
the  judgment  of  tke  court  of  appeals  of 
the  state  of  Jnew  York  in  tkue  casu,) 

(ia.) 

12.  The  common  oonncfl  of  the  city  of 
New  York  are  authorized  to  assess  the 


costs  of  local  improvements,  upon  the 
propert  benefitea  thereby.  _{Mdtter 
of  Frederick  D.  Tappen,  ante,  390.) 

13.  The  charge  for  makina  apsesemtsnts,  it 
seems,  is  not  illegal,  altnon^h  made  by 
theeCssessors,  who  are  salaried  officers ; 
especially  where  it  does  not  appear  thai 
any  greater  snm  is  charged  than  the  ao- 
taal  expense  to  the  oi^  in  making  the 
assessment.    {Id.) 

14.  It  is  well  settled  V  ^<«  <»Qrt  that 
an  assessment  will  not  be  set  aside 
because  the  oharae  for  assessing  is  con- 
tainediuit.    {l£) 

15.  By  chanter  306  of  the  laws  of  1861  a 
Board  o/BevisionvrM  created  whose 
duty  it  is  made  to  eonfirm  assessments. 
Therefore,  such  assessments  need  not 
be  eoniirmed  by  the  common  coonciL 
{Id.) 

16  This  law  of  1861  ereating  the  Board 
of  Revision,  is  not  void  as  infringing 
the  constution  of  the  state.  The  sub- 
iect  of  the  act  is  tixpressed  sufficiently 
in  its  title  It  is  an  act  relative  to  con- 
tracL    (Id) 

17.  Where  the  names  of  the  owners  and 
ocupants  are  the  same  in  the  assessment 
as  upon  previous  years  tax-list,  it  is  all 
the  law  reqnires,  in  reference  to  the 
naming  of  the  owners  and  occupants 
of  lots  affected  by  the  assessment 
(Id,) 

18.  The  common  council  has  the  power, 
by  ordinance,  to  direct  the  JUUn^  of 
snnhen  lots,  and  in  case  it  deems  neo* 
eesary  to  do  the  same  at  the  expense 
of  the  owner  forthwith  upon  the  paa- 
•age  of  the  same.    {Id.) 


19.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  common  council 
to  assess  the  cost  of  ^  improvement 
upon  the  property  DcneAtea,  and  not 
cast  this  buraen  upon  the  tax-payers 
at  huKe.    {Id.) 

20.  A  tax  payer,  who  is  also  supervisor 
of  a  town,  IS  a  proper  person  to  make 
application  on  behalf  of  the  people,  as 
relator,  for  a  mandamMS  to  compel  the 
county  treasurer  of  the  county  to  issue 
his  warrant  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county, 
eommanding  him  to  make  the  amount 
of  tax  assessed  upon  debts  owing  to 

non-  residents  of  the  town.    {People 
agt  Edlsey,  ante,  487. 

21.  After  the  collector  of  fc  town  has  made 
his  return  in  dne  form,  as  to  the  taxes 
imposed  in  that  town  uj)on  debts  owing 
to  non-resident  creditors  remaining 
unpaid,  the  Statute  ( Laws  of  ]S5l,  Oh» 
371  $  6)  makes  it  the  dnt;r  of  the  county 
treasurer,  after  the  expiration  of  twen> 
ty  days  from  the  return,  to  issue  his 
warrant  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county, 
where  the  debtors  reside,  commanding 
him  to  make  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
and  real  estate  of  such  non-residents, 
the  amount  of  such  tax,  &o.     {Id,) 

22.  This  is  a  mere  ministerial  duty  which 
the  statute  imposes  upon  the  county 
treasnrer,  and  peremptorily  requires 
him  to  perform  upon  the  return  of  the 
collector  being  daly  made  containing 
the  necessary  facts.  He  has  no  dis- 
cretion to  exercise  in  the  matter,  and  is 
invested  with  no  judicial  functions 
whatever  in  regard  to  it    {Id) 

23.  But  as  want  of  Jurisdiction  may  be 
alleged  b^  way  of'^answer,  to  any  and 
all  judicial  proceedings,  the  county 
treasurer  may  challenge  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  any  or  all  of  the  officers  and 
tribunals,  to  make  the  assessment  or 
impose  the  tax  thereon,  and  show,  if  he 
can,  that  the  assessment  and  the  tax 
are  Uoth,  or  either,  contrary  to  the  stav 
ute  and  void.    {Id) 

24.  The  assessors  are  not  concluded  by 
the  ver^ied  statement  of  the  aaents  of  the 
non-res'ident  creditors,  of  tne  amoont 
due  such  creditors,  but  they  may,  in 
the  exercise  of  their  general  powers 
and  duties,  go  further  and  make  in- 
quiry for  themselves  from  the  debtors 
and  other  sources,  and  thus  ascertain 
and  determine  to  their  own  satisfac- 
tion the  amount  of  such  indebtedness 
fh>m  solvent  debtors  of  the  town,  due 
to  such  non-resident  creditors;  and 
whatever  mistakes  or  errors  the  asses- 
sors may  make  in  ascercainin£[  such 
debts,  they  cannot  be  reviewed  in  this 
proceeding.    {Id) 
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TRADE  MABK. 

L  That  the  plaintifT  had  a  right  to  adoDt 
and  appropriaie  hia  snrname  aa  a  traae 
mark ;  and  that  Eliaa  Howe,  Jr.  though 
hU  ramame  waa  the  same,  had  no 
light  to  nae  hia  own  aamame  in  Bach  a 
way  aa  to  deeeive  the  pnblic,  and  de- 
prive the  plaintiff  of  the  benefit  of 
the  notoriety  and  market  which  his 
maohinea  had  gained.  (Hmoe  agt.  Howe 
Maekine  Co.,  &  Barb.,  S36.) 

2.  That  the  qaestion  aa  to  what  was  the 
nature  and  effect  of  an  arrangement 
made  between  the  plaintiff  and  Eliaa 
Howe,  Jr.  and  whether  it  vested  in  the 
latter  the  right  to  nee  the  trade-mark, 
and  to  transfer  sach  right  to  others  be- 
ing not  entirely  free  from  doabt,  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  his  grantees  fW>m 
iisinff  the  same  shonld  not  be  granted, 
ontiithe  trial  of  the  canse :  it  appear- 
ing that  they  were  of  snffluient  ability 
to  respond  to  any  damages  the  plainti^ 
might  recover.    (Id.) 

3.  The  prindple  of  all  the  eases  of  trade- 
'    marks  is,  thai  if  persons  of  ordinary 

nnderstanding  parchasing  the  article 
would  be  placed  on  their  guard,  and 
would  be  led  to  inonire,  whether  they 
were  beinff  deceived  by  the  article  they 
were  purchasing,  that  fast  is  sufficient 
for  the  court  to  refuse  its  interference. 
{Swift  agt  De^,  4  Bobt,  611.) 

4.  For  the  purpose  of  sustaining  a  motion 
to  punish  for  a  oontempt  in  violatinff 
an  injunction  as  to  trade-marks,  ft 
should  appear  clearly  that  the  ordinary 
mass  of  customers,  paying  that  atten- 
tion, which  such  persons  usually  do  in 
purchaaiuff,  woula  be  easily  deceived, 
by  the  label  used  by  the  defendant 

5.  The  principles  upon  which  equity  en- 
joins a  defendant  from  imitating  the 
plaintift's  trade-marks,  do  not  apply  to 
the  publication  of  newspapers,  except 
BO  far  as  to  protect  the  proprietors  ofa 
paper  in  the  use  of  the  name  adopted 
Dy  him  for  such  paper.  (Stephens  agt. 
jfeConto,  4  Abb.,  if,  S.,  47.) 

6L  If.  in  an  action  brought  to  restrain  the 
publication  of  defendant's  newspaper, 
upon  the  ground  he  is  infringing  trade- 
marks adopted  by  the  plaintiff  in  the 
publication  of  a  newspaper  previously 
established,  it  appears! hat  the  names  of 
the  two  papers  are  so  far  different,  that, 
eonsidenng  the  dissimilarity  of  type 
and  general  apperance,  one  is  not  lia- 
ble to  be  mistaken  for  the  other,  no 
Injunction  can  be  granted.    (Id.) 

7.  Whenever  a  trade  marh  is  Jlrtt  em^ 
ployed  to  designate  a  particular  man- 


v&ctnre  whether  the  term  uwd  ia  a  pop- 
ular one,  formed  of  words  or  symoois 
common  to  the  world,  or  one  express- 
ly created  for  the  purpose  to  which  it 
is  applied,  and  the  manufacture  aoquirea 
reputation  and  becomes  valuable  as  an 
article  of  merchandise,  it  will  be  pro- 
tected from  infrintrement  by  iniuDction. 
{MerteroU  agt.  Tynbery,  aa/s,  14.) 

8.  Therefore,  where  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  the  first  to  use  the  word 
"  Biimarck^^  although  a  popular  term 
and  one  in  general  use,  as  a  designation 

.  of  a  particular  style  of  paper  collan 
made  oy  them,  aaid  have  acquired  bv 
its  manufacture  and  sale  under  that 
name  a  valuable  interest  in  such  des- 
ignation, the  defendant  must  be  eetop- 
ped  from  using  it  for  the  same  purpose. 

Ud.) 

9.  An  injunction  will  issue  to  restrain  a 
person  from  fraudulently  using  the 
trade  mark  of  another  penon,  or  from 
imposing  his  goods  on  the  pnblic  aa 
those  of  the  owner  of  the  trade  mark. 
{OurtiM  agt.  Bryan,  ante,  33) 

10.  A  person  who  in  and  by  his  trade 
mark  makes  representations  which  de- 
ceive the  pnblic,  cannot  appeal  to  the 
equitable  interposition  of  tde  court  to 
restrain  others  from  using  such  decep- 
tive mark.    (Id.) 

11.  A  falae  statement  in  an  adimiimmaU 
of  the  manufactured  article,  when  ex- 
posed for  sale,  by  the  owner  of  the  trade 
mark,  does  not,  however,  affect  the 
trade  mark  itself,  or  pro^e  it  to  be  false, 
unless  the  decepUon  appears  in  the 
trade  mark  itself.     (Id,) 

12.  A  person  who  has  fraudulently  imita- 
ted the  trade  mark  of  another,  and 
manufaotored  and  offered  for  raJe  his 
own  goods  as  those  of  the  owner  of  the 
trade  mark  cannot  be  heard  to  raise  the 
objection  that  the  goods  manu£»ctnred 
by  the  owner  of  the  trade  mark  are  in- 
jurious to  health .  The  acts  of  the  party 
conclude  him.    (Id.) 

TRESPASS. 

1.  AH  who  are  present  and  aiding  or 
participating  in  a  trespass  are  liable 
for  the  injury.  (Smiik  agt.  FetL  50 
Barb.,  612.) 

2.  For  an  injury  dono  to  the  inheritance, 
by  a  stranger,  and  one  in  which  the 
actual  possessor  has  no  interest  bevond 
the  mere  entry,  the  action  shoftfd  be 
brought  by  the  reversioner.    (Id.) 

3.  $250  is  not  an  unreasonable  sum  to 
csmpensate  the  owner  of  property  for 
an  injury  thereto  which  lessened  the   * 
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Yenrly  reutal  of  the  property  $100. 
\ld)  r    r-- J 

TRIAL. 

1.  A  trial  by  jury  is  not  waired  by  tbe 
mere  fnilare  of  one  of  tbe  parties  to 
appear  on  the  trial,  nnder  section  266 
of  the  Code,  sabd.  1.  {Hendrich  agt. 
Carpenter,  4  BobL,  665.) 

9.  That  section  proTides  for  a  waiver; 
which  does  not  enforce  a  rij^ht,  but  im- 
plies a  volonUry  relinquishmant  of 
oneand  by  all  the  parties,not  by  any  (me 
alone,  nnless  the  other  seeks  to  avail 
himself  of  it.  Neither  party  is  bonnd 
to  accept  any  apparent  waiver  by  the 
other,  by  his  fiuiing  to  appear  on  the 
trial.    (Id.) 

5.  The  court  has  such  entire  control 
over  its  calendar,  and  right  to  regulate 
the  order  of  trying  causes,  that  it  may 
order  a  second  action  between  two 
parties,  to  be  placed  on  the  calendar, 
next  to  a  prior  action  for  a  similar 
cause,  between  the  same  parties,  and 
that  they  may  both  be  tried  before  the 
same  judge  at  the  same  term.  {Karet- 
uk  agt  Oauldwell,  4  Bobt,  666.) 

4.  But  it  will  not  control  the  discretion 
of  the  justice  before  whom  the  same 
m.iy  be  triable,  m  to  deciding  which 
shall  be  first  tried,  or  whether  either 
shall  be  postponed.    (Id.) 

&  When  a  counter-claim  is  proved,  with- 
out contradiction,  the  court  should 
direct  tbe  jury  to  assess  the  defendants' 
damages,  if  requested  to  do  so,  instead 
of  leaving  any  discretion  with  them, 
on  the  subject  (Avert  agt.  (yFarrelL 
4  BoU„  668.) 

6.  Where  the  judge  instructed  the  Jurv 
that  as  to  toe  qnestion  of  the  de/euo- 
ants*  damaged,  the  testimony  fixed  it 
beyond  peradventnre ;  and  the  jury, 
notwithsianding,  rejected  the  counter- 
elaim  and  gave  the  plaintifT  a  verdict 
for  the  amount  claimed;  Held  that 
snch  venlict  was  not  only  against  the 
evidence,  but  directly  against  the 
charge  of  the  judge,  and  for  that  rea- 
son alone  the  judgmett  should  be  re- 
Tersed.    {Id.) 

7.  Proof  on  a  trial  of  issues  in  an  action, 
that  a  portion  of  goods  shipped  by  the 
defendants  for  the  plaintiff  arrived 
at  their  place  of  destination,  where 
their  delivery  was  refused  to  an  agent 
of  the  latter,  does  not  sustain  a  com- 
plaint for  neglecting  to  forward  all  of 
such  goods  from  snch  place  of  desti- 
nation to  another,  to  which  the  defend- 
ants were  directed  to  forward  them, 
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and  for  *osing  and  de  troying  snch 
floods  by  their  neuligenoe,  where  there 
IS  no  evidence  offered  of  such  direction 
to  change  the  destinari<m.  (£um- 
brooht  agt  Vintmoref  4  JScbLf  C7..) 

8.  Such  a  variance  between  the  cause 
of  action  and  that  of  which  the  evi- 
dence ofiered  might  be  proof,  does  not 
permit  the  court  to  conlorm  the  plead- 
in^re  to  the  proofs,  as  the  two  causes  of 
action  differ  in  their  whole  scope ;  and 
the  failure  of  proof  is  complete  nnder 
section  170  of  the  Code  of  Procedure. 
{Id.) 

9.  A  cause  not  npon  the  calendar  cannot 
be  moved  on  for  trial,  and  a  party  not 
finding  the  cause  on  the  calendar  of 
the  term  for  which  be  has  received  no- 
tice of  trial,  is  not  bound  to  examine, 
from  term  to  term,  thereafter,  to  as- 
certain if  the  cause  is  in  a  condition  to 
be  called  up  for  iriaL  {(hUver  agt 
Felt,  4  Bobt.,m.) 

10  Formerly  a  notice  of  trial  and  a  note  of 
issue  were  both  required  for  each  term 
of  the  court :  the  alteration  in  that  re- 
spect in  the  first  judicial  distriet, 
merely  requires  one  notice  and  one 
note  of  issue,  but  does  not  relieve  par- 
ties from  the  necessity  of  placing  tneir 
causes  upon  the  calendar  for  the  same 
term  for  Nrhlch  the  trials  are  noticed. 
{Id,) 

11.  If  the  cause  is  not  placed  npon  the 
calendar  at  the  term  for  which  notice 
of  trial  is  given,  an  inquest  cannot  be 
taken  at  a  subsequent  term  npon  that 
notice.    {Id.) 

12.  Delays  in  bringing  on  the  trial  of 
issues,  caused  by  frequent  promises  of 
the  defendant  to  settle,  are  not  a  good 
ground  for  dismissing  the  complaint 
for  want  of  prosecution.  DowU  agt 
(yFarrell,  5  £obt.,  640.)  - 

13.  Where  there  is  evidence  that  the  plain- 
tiff performed  the  services  claimeu,  and 
also  evidence  as  to  its  value ;  the  ex- 
tent of  the  services  and  the  amount  to 
be  allowed  therefor,  are  subjects  for 
the  consideration  of  the  jury.  In  such 
case  the  court  can  neither  non-suit  tho 
plaintiff  nor  direct  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant, on  the  ^und  that  the  evi- 
dence is  insufScient  {Mallory  agt 
Tioga  S.  B,  Co,,  ante,  302.) 

14.  If  a  party  is  dissatisfied  with  the  con- 
clusion of  a  fact  stated  by  the  judge  at 
the  trial,  he  should  ask  to  have  the 
question  submitted  to  the  jury.  With- 
out such  request,  an  exception  to  the 
ruling  of  the  court  only  brings  up  the 
question  of  law  based  on  his  aasomp 
Uonoffact    {Id,) 
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TUUST  AND  TRUSTEES. 

'  Tnuta  were  ereated  in  feal  Mid  pei^ 
•cnuil  estate  belonsiDg  to  the  cwtoi^ne 
truH,  by  thrae  different  inctnimente, 
by  the  flnt  and  second  of  which  the 
trostee  was  to  receive  the  rents  and 
proftu  of  ihe  property,  and  was  to 
fnmish  the  eettui  qiu  tnut  with  neces- 
sary board  and  naintenancef  and  by 
the  third,  he  was  to  secare  tothe  eutui 
MS  tnut  a  good  and  comfortable  living 
and  maintenance.  BUd  that  these  in 
ttmments  bemg  between  the  same  par- 
ties and  reiaunff  to  the  same  sab]ect 
matter,  embraoea  one  transaction,  and 
conld  not  well  be  effeotnally  closed  op 
by  a  separata  salt  in  reference  to  the 
peraottar,and  an  other  embracing  only 
the    le^  estate.      (Ritcktmejfer  agt 

3.  Where  a  trnstee  fails  to  ezeonte  a 
trust,  and  invest  money  for  the  main* 
tenance  of  an  infont  dnring  minority, 
and  to  acMm^laU  the  sarplns  income 
of  the  investments,  equity  will  charce 
interest  against  him  vith  retUt  thoogh 
he  may  not  have  nsed  the  trust  money, 
and  independent  of  any  question  of 
intentioii.  (Kuumfi.  T^Mot^  50  Baf(t.f 
453.) 

3.  The  genera]  rale  is  that  when  apa- 
nnt  Beqaeaths  a  snm  of  money  to  a 
child,  and  provides  for  its  maintenance 
ewl  of  ike  iiUtrett  of  soch  le(^y,  and 
makes  no  other  provision  for  its  main- 
tenance, such  legacy  will  cair  inter- 
est from  the  testator^  death.    (Id,) 

4.  In  an  action  by  trustees,  If  the  com- 
plaint alleges  a  contract  made  with  the 
plaintiib  as  trustees,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  trust,  the  designation  of  the 
plaintifb  as  such  is  not  to  be  regarded 
as  merely  matter  of  description,  but 
as  showing  that  they  sue  in' their  rep- 
resentative capacity.  (/9£0CMmagt.JSar- 
fy,4il66.,2f.A,&9.) 

J^  In  order  to  charge  trustees  of  an  ex- 
press trust  with  costs  of  an  action, 
prosecuted  by  them  as  such,  a  special 
order  of  the  court  is  necessary.  The 
ordinary  judgment  is  not  enough,  with- 
out somethinff  to  show  that  misman- 
agement or  bad  &ith  on  the  part  of 
the  pUintifb  was  made  to  appear  to 
the  court    {Id.) 

^  The  proper  practice  in  such  a  case  is 
to  miuce  a  specific  application  to  the 
court,  founded  on  notice  to  the  other 
party.    {Id,) 

7.  A  corporation  chartered  for  the  pur- 
pose of  receiviujg^  and  holding  in  trust 
property  committed  to  them  by  be- 
quest, ^.,  in  trust  for  an  unincorpo- 


rated anoeiation,  with  power  to  aae- 
oute  any  trusts  eonftdea  in  them  by 
such  association,  may  take  a  ftind  b^ 
queathed  to  them  to  be  expended  am- 
aer  the  discretion  and  for  tMappropii- 
ate  uses  of  a  committee  of  such  aaao- 
eiatlon.  Fullbrton,  J.  {Barru  saV 
American  Bible  Society,  4  Abb.,  if.  A, 
421.) 
&  Ofiflait  qme  tntH  who  claim  the  bane- 
fit  of  any  act  done  by  their  tnistee  be- 
yond the  line  of  his  duty  as  such,  are 
bound  to  ratify  it  as  a  whole  and  ac- 
cent it  cwa  o»ef%  so  that  where  ha  aa 
quires  the  possession  of  trust  proparty 
or  other  advantafces,  not  direotly  ar- 
lising  from  his  situation  as  trusteei 
upon  conditiott  of  assuming  certain 
burdens  and  datiea  not  impoeed  apoa 
him  by  his  duty  as  trustee,  such  csiteu 
fue  inui  are  not  entitled  to  avail  them- 
selves of  such  advantages  so  as  to  de- 
prive their  trustee  of  all  claim  for  ex- 
penditures, and  lien  on  the  trust  pro- 
perty therefor,  where  the  making  of 
them  was  the  consideration  for  the  ao- 
quisition  of  such  advantages,  (^^noas 
agt  Humeri  Loan  and  Trut  Oo,,  5 
S^.,826.) 

lU.  S.  STAMPS.* 

1.  Hie  omSssiovi  to  aAx  a  revanoe  ataaip 
to  an  iDstrument  requiring  a  atamp, 
will  not  invalidate  the  instrument,  un- 
less such  omission  be  with  intent  to  de- 
fraud the  govermentof  the  stamp  duty. 
( Vorebeek  agt  12oe,  50  Barb,,  m) 

3.  A  {7. 8.Beoeime8tamp  must  beaflUed 
to  a  promissory  note,  or  other  written 
instrument,  at  ike  time  it  i»  istmed,  in 
accordance  with  the  act  of  coograss  of 
1864.  or  a  certificate  produced  under  the 
amendatorvaotofMarch3,iS65.  iPtaU 
agt  BroeuM,  ante^  19S.) 

a  Where  it  was  in  evidence  that  no 
atamp  was  on  the  note,  at  the  time  of 
the  iasuinff  thereof;  as  required  bv  the 
act  of  1864,  and  the  pUintiff  did  not 
produce  the  eeitificate  requirsd  by  the 
aetof  Mareh  3,  1865,  before  it  was 
offered  in  evidence ;  although  the  note 
was  produced  at  the  trial  with  a  stamp 
affixed,  and  canceled  bat  no  proof  was 
produced  as  to  when  or  by  whom  it 
was  stamped.    (Id,) 

4.  Held,  that  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the  question  of 
&ot  nused  in  nOLrd  to  the  stamp.  A 
new  trial  granted.    (Id,) 

VENDOR  AND  VENDEE. 

1.  Where,  by  the  terms  of  a  contract  be- 
tween the  owner  of  property  and  an- 
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other,  the  latter  u  not  a  porohaaer  of 
the  property,  bat  is  to  sell  it,  and  ae- 
count  .to  the  owner  for  the  avails  of 
the  sales,  at  a  certain  rate,  the  rule  of 
dama^^es,  as  between  vendor  and  ven- 
dee, does  not  apply.  {QiUt  agt  Mar- 
nRm,50j9arb.,dQ. 

S.  Where  a  vendor  is  nnable  to  perform 
his  affreement  to  convey  4he  premises 
fretfrtMn  aU  incwmbraiien,  for  the  rea- 
son that  they  are  incombered  by  mort- 
gage, the  parehaser  is  excnsed  from 
offering  to  execate  and  deliver  a  bond 
and  mortgage  for  the  purchase  money. 
(Kariar  agt.  ffavtrfyj  aO  Barb-f  79.) 

9,  A  tender  of  performance  need  not  be 
made  when  it  woold  be  wholly  naga- 
tory ;  and  the  existence  of  an  faionm- 
brance  at  the  time  fixed  in  the  agree- 
ment for  the  execndon  of  a  deed,  is  a 
breach  of  the  vendor's  covenant  which 
pats  it  oat  of  his  power  to  perform,  and 
excnses  the  parcnaser  from  tendering 
performance.    {Id.) 

4.  On  a  sale  of  provisions  for  domestic 
nse,  the  vendor  is  bound  to  know  that 
thev  are  soand  and  wholesome,  at  his 
neril.  {J!H9iM4figLMeOormick50Bariht 

5.  To  render  a  vendor  liable  on  an  im- 
plied warranty  upon  a  sale  of  provis- 
ions, they  mast  be  sold  for  domestic 
nse,  or  immediate  oonsnmption.    {Id,) 

6.  If  one  selling  an  animal  to  another, 
knowing  that  the  latter  bays  it  for  im- 
mediate oonsamption,  intendhag  to 
slanghter  the  same  very  soon.  Is  aware 
or  has  reason  to  saspeot  that  the  ani- 
mal IS  in  a  diseased  and  anwholesome 
condition,  bat  the  disease  is  not  visible 
externally,  he  is  bound  to  disdoee  the 
fact,  to  the  parehaser.    (Id,) 

7.  Where  a  bill  of  sale  of  floods  is  ob- 
tained bv  fraud,  one  pnruiasing  from 
the  fraadulent  vendee  will  aognire  no 
title,  even  if  the  jorv  should  find  that 
heparchasedingoodfiiith.  The  fraud 
vitiates  the  title  of  the  fraudulent  ven- 
dee, and  he  can  transfer  none  to  anoth- 
er; certainly  not  without  an  actual  de- 
livery of  the  goods  to  him.  (BpcsM- 
ing  agt.  BrewtUr,  50  Barh,  142.) 

8.  The  original  owner  having,  under 
such  circumstances,  the  legal  title  to 
the  goods,  and  the  actual  possession, 
notwithstandinff  his  bill  of  sale  to  the 
fraudulent  vendee,  such  title  must  pre- 
vail over  the  claim  of  one  deriving 
title  from  the  latter.  The  maxim  cavtat 
tmpUr  applies.    {Id,) 

9l  Usually  the  fact  that  a  nurohaaer  sells 
for  less  than  he  pays,  almost  immedi-  ' 


ately  after  he  obtains  possession  of  the 
purchased  article,  is  considered  a 
strong  badge  of  fraud,  and  pretty  con- 
dosive  evidence  that  the  purchaser 
intended  not  to  pay  the  price.  P^ 
Leonard,  P.  J.  (IfajuiMg  agt.  SoHi, 
50  BaHf.,  324.) 

10.  When  a  vendee  of  land  has  either 
fiuled  to  complete  the  erection  of  a  bouse 
thereoB,  by  a  day  designated  in  the 
contract  of  sale  thereof  to  him,  or  sus- 
pended work  thereon  for  over  ten  days, 
contrary  to  an  agreemenf  by  him  in 
such  contract,  a  «de  by  the  vendor  to 
a  third  person  of  all  the  right,  title 
and  interest  of  the  vendee  in  such  con- 
tract and  in  such  land,  pursuant  to  an 
authority  reserved  to  him  to  that  eflfect 
in  case  of  such  failure  or  suspension,  is 
valid  and  binding  on  such  vendee;  and 
passes  all  such  right  and  interest  to  the 
Darcluiser.    ( OhoK  agt  BeUchf  4  JSobUf 

11.  Where,  in  the  course  of  a  negotiation 
by  the  plaintiff*  for  the  purchase  of  a 
horse  from  the  defendant  the  plaintiff 
had  no  means  of  detecting  an  existing 
defect  in  the  animal  upon  mere  inspec- 
tion, or  except  after  a  thoroogh  trial 
and  testing  of  its  qualities,  but  offered 
to  give  a  certain  price,  on  condition 
that  the  horse  wu  aoand,  and  the  defen- 
dant unqualifiedly  declared  him  to  be 
sotttuf,  and  received  the  price  thus  of- 
fered ;  Held  that  this  was  sufllcient  to 
establish  a  warranty,  or,  at  leasl»  to 
have  gone  to  the  jury  as  evidenee  of 
one.  (Babboub,  J.  dissented.)  (Qimh- 
tard  agt  ifewftm,  5  Bobt^  72.) 

152.  Merchandise  is  delivered,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  atatute  of  fiuuds,  if  sold 
by  samples  while  on  board  of  a  vessel 
and  stored  by  the  vendors  with  a  third 
person,  by  whom  it  is  compared  with 
such  samples,  if  such  acts  are  done  at 
the  request  of  the  vendee.  {Dow  agt 
MinUgam^,  5  Bobt,,  445 ) 

13.  It  is  sufllcient  evidence  of  the  accept- 
ance by  a  vendee  of  the  title  to  goods 
sold  to  him  by  sample,  if  he  receive 
and  retain  for  five  days  without  objec- 
tion measurer's  returns  in  &vor  of  the 
vendors,  and  indorsed  by  ih«m  to  him, 
of  the  quantity  of  such  goods,  at  his  re- 

auest,  stored  in  the  warehouse  of  a 
lird  person,  and  there  compared  with 
such  sample,  after  the  vendors  had  ao- 
eepted  an  offer  of  such  vendee  to  buy 
them  on  a  credit  of  ten  days,  provided 
thelatter  would  nay  the  storage  during 
that  time,  and  also  direct  such  ware- 
hopseman  to  deposit,  for  hia  benefit, 
with  the  vendors  the  receipts  for  such 
merchandise  given  by  such  war^ouse- 
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man  in  lavor  of  the  latter  and  indorsed 
by  them  to  the  vendee.    {Id.) 

YESSEIA 

J.  The  phrase  that  *'  freight  is  the  mother 
of  wages  **  is  not  nuiversally  tme,  even 
in  reg^  to  seaman's  wages.  Still  less 
does  it  effect  the  compensation  of  the 
moiUr  of  a  vessel,  which  is  not  prop- 
erly wages.  His  rights  rest  solely  up- 
on the  terms  of  his  contract,  with  which 
the  earning  of  freight  has  nothing  to 
do.  {Jetttim  agt  WXuUr.  4  Bdbt.^ 
675.)  ^  "»  '  ' 

2.  Keitherbythe  common  or  maritime 
law  can  an^  act  of  misconduct  of  the 
master,  which  does  not  go  to  the  whole 
consideration  for  the  promise  to  pay 
him — such  as  breakiug  up  the  voyage, 
or  rendering  it  entirelv  unprofitable — 
deprive  him  entirely  ox  his  pay.    {Id.) 

3.  Where  the  efforts  of  a  master  of  a 
vessel  to  raise  money  for  repairs  at  an 
intermediate  port  were  proved;  Htld 
that  for  that  reason,  as  well  as  on  ac- 
count of  the  difficulty  of  procuring  re- 
pairs at  such  port,  and  their  exceeding, 
if  made,  one  half  of  the  value  of  the 
ship,  the  captain  was  justiiied  in  aban- 
doning her  to  tbe  underwriters,  and 
acknowledging,  in  an  action  for  the 
wages  of  the  crew,  that  they  were  due. 

4.  Ko  action  will  lie  against  the  owner 
of  a  vessel  or  pleasure  yacht,  for  a  per- 
sonal injury  sustained  oy  the  plaintiff - 
from  the  wadding  of  a  cannon  negli- 
gently discbar^  on  board  of  the  ves 
sel  by  one  of  its  crew,  during  tbe  ab- 
sence of  the  owner ;  where  it  appears 
that  such  owner  had  previously  given 
strict  general  orders  to  all  the  crew, 
not  to  fire  any  guns  unless  he  was  on 
board.  McCunn,  J.  dissented.  {Enact 
agt  Fearing,  5  Bobt.,  538.) 

VICIOUS  ANIMALS. 

1.  The  owner  of  a  viciout  animalj  know- 
ing it  to  be  vicious,  is  liable  in  dam- 
ages for  the  injuries  committed  by  it 
through  such  vice.    ( JToney  agL  Wardf 

3.  Where  the  defendant's  hone  was  ac- 
customed to  bite,  and  by  reason  there- 
of the  defendant  kept  him  muzzled ;  and 
while  the  horse  was  temporarily  un- 
muzzled, standing  on  the  sidewalk  in 
front  of  defendant's  premises,  the  plain- 
tiff in  passing  around  the  horse  was 
bitten  upon  the  shoulder  by  him :  held^ 
that  the  defendant  was  liable  in  dam- 
ages ;  although  the  plaintiff  also  knew 


that  the  horse  was  vicious,  but  did  not 
discover,  when  passing  around  him 
that  his  muzzle  was  off.    {Id.) 

WARRANTY. 

L  In  an  action  for  a  deceit  in  the  sale 
of  a  horse,  where  the  fraud  is  the  gist 
of  the  action,  if  there  is  no  evidence 
of  a  Mcimier,  the  action  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. And  it  has  been  held  that  an 
averment  that  the  defendant  **fal8ely^ 
and  frauduently  represenied,"  dec,  is 
a  sufllcient  statement  of  the  tdaUr, 
{Moore BgLlfobU,  aiUc,  385) 

2.  It  is  otherwise  in  an  action  for  a  brtadk 
of  warraiUy  of  a  horse ;  there  it  is  on- 
necessary  to  allege  a  sdenttr;  as  upon 
the  representation  of  awarran^  tbe 
party  is  bound  to  accountability  for  an 
unsoundness,  whether  he  knew  it  or 
not.    {Id.) 

3.  The  complaint  in  this  ease  dedded 
to  be  one  for  deceit  in  the  sale  of  a 
horse,  instead  of  one  for  breach  of  war- 
ranty of  the  soundness  of  tbe  hone, 
as  claimed  by  the  plaintiff-    {Id.) 

WILL. 

1.  Neither  the  court  of  chancery  of  this 
state,  nor  the  Supreme  Court,  has  de- 
cided that  a  will  made  by  an  nabitnal 
drunkard,  while  subject  to  a  commis- 
sion, is,  for  that  reason,  absolutely 
void ;  but  the  law  is.  and  should  be, 
that  such  a  person,  if  of  sufficient 
mental  capacity,  may  make  a  valid 
will,  notwithttandinff  the  commission. 
The  existence  of  tne  commission  is 
only  prima  facie  evidence  of  inc^>ae- 
ity,  and  may  be  rebutted  by  proof. 
(Lewis  agt  Joiue,  50  Barb.,  645.) 

2.  A  legatee  and  devisee  named  in  awillf 
though  not  a  party  to  the  proceedings 
before  the  surrogate  for  the  probate  of 
tiie  will,  may  appeal  from  the  decree 
of  the  surrogate  refusing  to  admit  the 
will  to  probate,  without  first  obtaining 
leave  from  the  court,  to  do  so.    {Id.) 

3.  A  legacy  to  a  subscribing  witiiess  to  a 
will  IS  not  void,  under  2  Bew,  StaL,  65, 
j  50,  where  the  will  can  be  proved 
without  the  testimony  of  the  witness  ; 
as,  where  such  witness  is  a  non-resi- 
dent of  the  State,  and  the  testimoDj 
of  the  other  subscribing  witness  eau 
be  obtidned.  So  held,  notwithstandmcr 
the  legatee  witness  was  ezamioed 
(though  unnecessarily),  to  prove  the 
execution  ot  the  will.    {Comwell  agt. 

WooUy,  4  Abb.  If.  &,  40.) 

4.  The  provision  of  the  Lawt  of  1860, 
607,— that  a  testator  leaving  hnsbaad. 
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wife,  child,  or  parent,  shall  not  devise 
to  benevolent,  &c,  societies  more  than 
one-half  his  estate,  &c.,— is  perempto- 
ry, and  may  be  insisted  on  by  any 
person  who  wonid  derive  a  benefit 
therefrom,  although  not  one  of  the 
relauves  designated  in  the  statute. 
And  the  one-half  is  to  be  computed 
with  reference  to  the  estate  at  the  time 
of  the  testator's  death.  Fullbrton,  J. 
'  (.^ft?  f!^  Jimencan  Bible  Society  4 
Abb,N.S.,42h)  ^ 

6.  Where  an  advancement  by  verbal  a- 
greement  has  b«en  made  by  a  father  to 
his  son  of  a  portion  of  the  real  estate 
of  the  father,  in  full  for  the  son's  share 
as  heir  of  the  estate  of  his  father,  and 
snch  verbal  agreement  having  been  ear- 
ned into  execution  (without  any  writ- 
ings between  themj,  by  the  son's  going 
into  possession  of  the  premises  ad- 
vanced, and  continuing  m  possession 
until  his  death,  the  heirs  of  the  son 
cannot  claim  any  portion  of  their  grand 
father's  estaie,  where  it  appears  that 
the  shares  which  they  would  be  enti- 
tled to— beintf  the  share  which  their 
father  would  have  churned,  if  living,  is 
not  more  than  equal  in  value  to  the  ad- 
vancement mtkde  to  their  father.  [Park- 
er agt.  McCluer  ante,  301.) 


WITNESSEa 

1.  The  testimony  of  parties  who  appear 
as  witnesses  on  tne  trial  of  a  canse 
must  be  weighed  by  the  same  rules, 
substantially,  which  apply  to  the  tes- 
timony of  other  witnesses.  {Burnett 
agt.  JSTarrM,  60  Bwb.^  379.) 

2.  There  are  no  exoeptional  rules  which 
apply  to  such  a  case.  If  there  can  be 
any  difference,  it  is  only  that  the  testi- 
mftny  of  parties  in  their  own  favor 
should  be  more  carefully  soruitnized, 
and  cautiously  received  by  jurors,  than 
that  of  other  witnesses,    (id.) 

3.  But  this  applies  to  both  parties ;  and  in 
all   cases  where   they  are  witnesses 

^  and  contradict  each  other,  the  jury 
*  must  necessarily  decide  between  them. 
{Id,) 

4.  A  witness  cannot  read  from  a  memo- 
'   randum  as  testimony,  even  when  made 

by  himself.  He  can  refresh  his  recol- 
lection by  looking  at  the  writing,  but 
be  mnst  then  testify  from  his  recol- 
lection. ( iril(2er  agt  J7«rter,  50  Bar6., 
448.) 

5.  The  proceeding  nnder  section  391  of 
the  Code  of  Procedure  is  exclusively 
a  statutory  one,  in  ^derogation  of  the 
common  law,  and  section  394  should 
be  looked  upon  as  a  statutory  delini- 


tion  and  limitation  of  what  may  be 
done,  or  of  what  order  or  orders  may 
be  made,  in  case  a  party  refuses  to  at- 
tend and  testify  as  m  the  four  proced- 
mg  sections  provided,  when  regularly 
notified  and  required  to  do  so,  under 

6.  Section  394  does  not  give  the  court 
the  power  to  stay  the  par  tie's  proceed- 
tngsin  the  action,  where  he  rehises  or 
neglects  to  attend  for  examination  be- 
fore the  trial  Clehkb,  J.  dissented. 
[Id.) 

7.  The  power  of  the  Supreme  Courtis 
limited  to  the  territorv  of  the  state, 
and  m  the  absence  of  any  statute  au- 
thrnzinga  service  out  of  the  state, the 
service  of  a  judge's  summons  and  of 
notice  to  attend  for  examination,  in 
another  state,  must  be  deemed  to  be 
utterly  void  and  ineffectual  for  any 
purpose.    Per  SOTHERLAHD,  J.    (Id,) 

8.  A  party  cannot  be  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness under  secion  891  of  the  Code,  be- 
fore issue  joined;  unless  a  ease  is 
made  justifying  an  order  for  the  tak- 
^RK,^^  ***®  testimony  de  bene  esse. 
BeUagt.  Bichmond,  50 Barb.,  571.) 

9.  The  change  made  in  1863,  in  the  395tii 
section  of  the  Code,  does  not  affect  this 
question.    (Id,) 

10.  On'an  application^nnder  the  provisioni 
of  the  Code,  by  a  party,  for  the  exam- 
ination of  the  adverse  party  as  a  wit- 
ness in  the  action,  he  mnst  present  an 
affidavit  stating,  let.  The  nature  of 
tiie  action  and  the  plaintiff's  demand. 
2d.  If  the  application  be  made  by  the 
defendant,  then  the  nature  of  his  de- 
fense ;  and,  3d.  The  name  and  resi- 
dence of  the  proposed  witness.  (Oroeu 
agt  Berder,  4  Jfoit,  655.) 

11.  Upon  that  affidavit  the  party  may 
apply  for  such  an  order  as  is  mentioned     . 
in  section  3  of  the  statute,  in  relation 

to  the  conditional  examination  of  wit 
nesses  within  this  state,  (2  B.  A  392,) 
and  also  for  the  summons  provided  for 
in  section  10  of  the  same  statute.  (Id.) 

12.  The^rder  so  obtained  should  be  served 
upon  the  attorneys  of  all  the  parties 
who  have  appeared,  or,  if  the  time 
for  appearance  has  not  yet  expired, 
then  upon  the  adverse  parties  them- 
selves, who  have  not  appeared ;  and 
the  summons  should  also  be  served 
upon  the  proposed  witness.    (Id.) 

13.  In  case  the  proposed  witness  fails  to 
appear,  the  party  who  has  procured 
the  order  and  summons  may,  upon  a 
proper  affidavit,  obtain  a  warrant  di- 
recting the  sheriff  to  apprehend  such 
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witness  and  bring  him  before  the  Judge 
j3  B.  3.  401,  $  60) ;  or,  at  his  option,' 
be  may  on  a  proper  affidavit  and  no- 
tice, have  an  order  directing  the  plead- 
ing of  Um  recnsant  witness  to  be 
•tnckenont    (Codti2S^)    {Id.) 

14.  The  right  of  a  partj  to  examine  the 
adverse  party  as  a  witness  arises  im- 
mediately on  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  and  may  be  enforced  before 
issue  joined.  (McVidtar  agL  &na^ 
iat^,  4  Bobtt  62»'.) 


15.  The  cases  holdioff  that  the  examina- 
tion could  be  had  only  after  issue 
joined,  were  all  cases  decided  prior  to 
the  amendment  of  section  34a  of  the 
Code,  in  1863.    {Id.) 

16.  Where  heanay  ttitimony,  which  is 
clearly  incompetent  and  irrelevant,  is 
admited  on  the  trial,  it  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  an  error  that  could  have 
worlced  no  iniury,  where  a  collateral 
iiine  of  ond%bilx^  was  raised  in  the 


ease  between  the  plaintiff  and  defen- 
dant, and  the  determination  of  the  maim 
issue  depended  upon  which  of  the  par- 
ties was  believed  by  the  Jury,  snch  tes- 
timony having  a  tendency  to  eootrsr 
diet  one  of  the  paities.  {BmUim  agt. 
Mealoft  anU,  34&) 

17.  This  court  will  allow  the.exaauna- 
tion  of  a  party  as  a  witness  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  adverse  party,  befm*  itmu 
joined^  and  befort  a  oomplaifU  u  screed. 
{D^fy  agt  LyMck,  ante,  509.) 

18.  Where  such  examination  is  songht 
by  the  plaintiff  before  he  serves  bis 
complaint,  he  must  set  forth  in  his  affi- 
davit with  particularity,  the  £uits  and 
droumatances  out  of  wnich  he  suppoees 
a  cause  of  action  to  have  arisen,  the  re- 
lief which  he  suppooses  he  is  entitled 
to,  the  defenses  which  he  anticipates 
wiU  be  interposed,  and  the  sabjecu  in 
relation  to  which  he  desires  to  interro- 
gate the  defendant,    (id.) 


INDEX. 


ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION. 

The  extingniBhment  of  one  cause  of  ae 
tion,  by  tbe  Bubittitacion  of  another  of 
the  Bame  def^ree,  can  only  be  by 
way  of  aaxnxl  €Md  tatvtfdctuni^ 
which  cannot  be  implied  by  law,  bat 
is  the  etfect  of  agreement  between  the 
pardea 511 

ADMINISTRATOR. 

Added  to  the  name  of  the  payee  of  a 
note  when* a  mere  description  not  af- 
fecting the  right  of  payee  to  sae  in  his 
own  name  for  the  benefit  of  orh- 
ers 353- 

ADMIRALTY. 

Liability  of  a  steam  vessel  on  collision 
with  a  sail  vessel 416 


ADVANCEMENT. 

Of  a  portion  of  real  estate  made  by  pa- 
rol agreement,  when  binding  npon  the 
heirs 301 

AFFIRMANCE  ON  DEFAULT. 
Practice  of  N.  T.  Snperior  Coart...  366 

AGREEMENT. 

Verbal,  for  an  advancement  of  a  portion 
of  real  estate,  when  binding  upon  the 
heirs. 301 

AMENDMENT. 

A  justice  of  the  ^ace  may  amend  a  com- 
plaint at  any  iiine  before  trial,  by  snb- 
stitating  one  form  of  action  for  an- 
other    120 

When  the  court  cannot  by  amendment 
under  $  173  of  the  Code,  conform  the 
pleadings  to  the  facts  proved,  estab- 


lishing the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
damages. 540 

ANSWER. 

When  strictly  responsive  to  the  bill  must 
be  taken  as  true,  and  defeats  an  in- 
Jonction ^3^ 

APPEAL. 

Does  not  lie  from  an  order  of  the  Gton- 
era]  Term,  in  a  special  proceeding  in 
reference  to  corporations 110 

Without  meritA— ten  per  cent  damages 
will  be  added  to  the  judgment,  by  the 
Court  of  Appeals. 136 

Objections  to  the  pleadings  or  proofs, 
must  be  taken  on  the  trial  or  hearing 
to  be  entitled  to  review  on  appeal.  138 

Questions  of  fact  on  affirmance  below 
are  not  properly  before  the  appellate 
court 306 

To  warrant  the  reversal  of  a  judgment 
error  must  affirmatively  appear — un- 
certainty is  not  sufficient 337 

When  defendant  may  appeal  from  a 
justices'  judgment  to  the  County  Court, 
although  he  does  not  appear  be'fore  the 
justice 47 

An  appellate  trbunal  will  not  be  justified 
in  assuming  any  thing  not  clearly  de- 
ducible  from  the*  evidence  before  it  73 

ARREST. 

When  cannot  be  maintained  in  an  action 
on  contract  and  when  motion  to  va- 
cate may  be  made 127 — ^179 

ASSESSORS. 

Their  powers  and  duties  in  relation  to 
debts  owing  to  non-residents  of  the 
town;^ 487 

ASSIGNEES. 

For  the  benefit  of  creditors,  will  not  be 
allowed  to  purchase  trust  property  for 


632 


KEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Index. 


their  own  benefit,  even  thooffb  the  aa- 
ngnment  is  declared  to  be  frandiilent 
and  void  as  to  creditors 150 

ASSIGNMENT    FOR    THE  BENE- 
FIT  OF  CREDITORS. 

When  properly  executed  by  one  of  sev- 
erul  partners ^'» 

ATTACHMENT. 

Not  filing  affidavit  does'  not  effect  j*e 
warranu -^ 

What  is  required  to  be  stated,  to  jastig 
ita  issue  under  the  act  of  1831 326 

Mav  be  discharged,  notwithstanding  the 
Uie  pendency  of  an  appeal 115 

ATTORNEY. 

Where  an  application  to  change  attor- 
neys is  withdrawn,  after  a  reference 
fixing  the  amount  of  the  attorneys 
costs  and  foes  for  services  from  the 

Sartv,  the  court  cannot  summarily  or^ 
er  the  party  to  pay  such  amount...  63 

When  his  stipulation  consenting  to  a 
new  trial  without  the  consent  of  his 
dient,  is  unauthorised. 378 

B. 

BANK  CHECKS. 

Cpme  within  the  rules  respecting  com- 
mercial paper,  the  same  as  bills  of  ex- 
change ;  and  when  payable  to  the  or- 
der of  a  fictitious  payee,  are  to  be 
construed  as  payable  to  bearer....  190 

BANKRUPTCY. 

When  assignee  cannot  make  up  from 
the  general  fands,  any  deficiency  on 
sale  of  mortgaged  property 42 

A  creditor  to  obtain  an  order  under  Form 
45,  must  apply  by  petetion  or  affida- 
vit    51 

The  qnestion  of  fraud  in  the  creation  of 
a  aebt,  cannot  be  litigated  in  bank- 
ruptcy proceedings 167 

A  judsrment  founded  on  a  debt  created 
by  fmud,  and  proved  in  bankrupt  pro- 
ceedings, is  by  the  33d  section  of  the 
bankrupt  act,  taken  out  of  the  first 
ciaiiRe  of  the  21st  section  of  that  act, 
and  such  a  judgment  is  not  discharged 
or  surrendered 176 

The  U.  S.  court  will  not  go  behind 
a  judgment   of  the  state  couit,   reg- 


nlar  on  its  face,  to  call  in  qnestion  its 
verity  in  a  bankrupt  court 176 

Meeting  of  creditors  to  be  fixed  by  the 
register— time  of  notice  to  foreign 
creditors 249 

Right  of  each  creditor  te  examine  the 
bankrupt 270 

Questions  of  postponement,adjoumments 
&c.,  in  discretion  of  register 282 

BOND. 

When  breach  of  one  condition  therein 
will  support  an  action,  although  an- 
other condition  is  not  broken 193 

BREACH  OF  CONDITION  OP 
BOND. 

When  action  may  bo  sustained  as  to  tho 
breach  of  one  condition,  while  another 
condition  remains  unbroken 193 

*    BREACH  OF  WARRANTY. 

In  an  action  for,  unnecessary  to  allege  a 
tcimter. 385 

a 

CHARGE  TO  THE  JURY. 
When  erroneous 94 

CLAIM  AND  DELIVERY. 

When  action  cannot  be  maintained.   540 

COMMISSIONERS  OF  HIGHWAYS. 

What  they  are  required  by  statutes  to 
do,  before  they  acquire  iurisdiciion  to 
lay  out  a  highway 544 

COMMISSIONERS  FOR  LOANING 
U.  S.  MONEYS,  &o. 

Are  restricted  to  the  fees  and  disburse- 
ments prescribed  by  the  loan  act  it- 
self..... 145 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

The  oath  required  of  an  elector  in  ^e 
act  of  March  28,  1867,  to  provide  for  a 
convention,  is  unconstitutional  and 
void & 

CONTRACT. 

In  writing^for  the  erection  of  a  bnilding 
within  a  certain  time — the  time  of  per- 
formance may  be  waived  by  parol-  73 
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When  the  word  forfeiture  in  the  eontnust 
implies  that  the  parties  oontemplatea 
only  a  penalty— not  liquidated  dama- 
gea. 306 

Of  a  stock  company  for  delivery  of 
shares  of  its  stock  sold  by  its  president 
for  leas  than  its  par  valae,  when  bind 
ing  upon  the  company 330 

CONTRACT  TO  PAY  IN  COIN. 

Can  be  enforced  according  to  the  intent 
of  the  parties — coin  and  treaanry  notes 
both  a  legal  tender 365 

COPYRIGHT. 

Of  dramatic  composition  and  nnpnb- 
lished  manuscript,  when  author  enti- 
tled to  protection 206-322 

CORPORATIONS. 

When .  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Attorney- 
General,  to  bring  an  action  to  vacate 
and  annul  its  existance 1 29 

When  the  acts  of  their  officers  and  agents 
are  binding  upon  them 481 

COSTS. 

When  appellant  entitled  to  an  order  of 
the  County  Court  for  his  costs  and  dis- 
bursements in  the  jusUces' court. ..  19 


D. 

DAMAGES    FOR   PERSONAL    IN- 
JURIES. 

When  actions  not  sustained— the  relation 
of  master  and  servant  not  existing  457 

DEMURRER. 

Will  not  lie  for  not  separately  stating 
causes  of  action,  which  may  prop- 
erly be  united  in  the  compUint..  382 

To  a  complaint,  which  alleges  and  charge 
es  libelous  matter,  on  the  ground  that 
the  complaint  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac^ 
lion,  admits  the  words  of  the  libel  to 
be  wholly  false  and  untrue 532 

DIGEST. 
In  Howards  Practico  Reports.  Note..  96 


DISCONTINUANCE. 

When  (>Iaintiff  allowed  to  discontinue 
an  action  of  mortgage  foreclosure,  on 
terms 240 

DOWER. 

When  widow  not  entitled  to  dower- 
when  deed  she  executed  has  been  de- 
clared fraudulent  and  void,  as  to  the 
creditors  of  her  husband 260 

When  widow  entitled  to  dower  and  the 
the  value  thereof,  where  lands  aliened 
during  coverture 337 

DRAMATIC  COMPOSITION. 

t 

When  author's  copyright  has  been  vi- 
olated  .:..:. 206 


E. 

ELECTION  OP   TRUSTEES   OP  A 
CORPORATION. 

The  mode  of  election,  and  proceeding 
proper  to  be  observed 105-1 U 

EVIDENCE. 

Oral  or  written  may  be  received  on  an 
application  to  se)t  aside  an  election  of 
trustees  of  a  corporation 104 

When  the  admission  of  hearsay  testimo- 
ny sufficient  ground  for  reversal  of 
judgment 346 

When  court  can  neither  non-suit  nor 
direct  a  verdict,  on  this  ground  of  in- 
sufficient evidence 203 


FALSE  AND  FRAUDULENT  REP- 
RESENTATIONS. 

In  an  action  for  a  deceit  in  the  sale  of 

Sersonal  property,  if  there  is  no  evi- 
ence  of  a  scitnUr^  the  action  cannot 
be  maintained 385 

FOREIGN  CORPORATIONS. 

When  courts  of  this  state  will  take  Juris- 
diction of  actions  to  stay  the  proceeds 
of  sales  of  illegal  stock  issued  by  for- 
eign railroad  corporations •  20 

When  our  courts  will  refuse  to  interfere 
by  injunction  to  stay  the  proceeds  of 
sales  of  stock  of  foreign  railroad  cor- 
porations    24 
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Cannot  avaU  itself  of  the  etetate  of  lim- 
itationa  in  an  action  here 302 

G. 

GAS  UGHT  COMPANIES. 

How  elections  for  directors  to  be  con- 
docted  and  declared. 477 

H. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIPE. 

Tbe  husband  wQl  not  be  decreed,  in  an 
action  for  separation  for  omel  and  in* 
haman  treatment,  to  support  and  main* 
tain  tbe  wife,  where  she  lails  to  es- 
tablish either  of  the  statute  grounds 
for  separation. 431 

L 

INFANCY. 

When  an  infant  married  woman  liable 
on  a  covenant  to  assume  the  payment 
of  a  mortgage 289 

IRRELEVANT  MATTER. 

When  it  constitutes  no  defense  and  will 
be  stricken  out 279 


J. 

JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

When  an  error  occurs  bj  issuing  a  short 
instead  of  a  long  summons  to  bring 
the  defendant  into  court,  it  is  an  "error 
of  fkct"  which  entitles  the  County 
court  to  reverse  the  judgment  on  alBda- 
viudsc. 140 

When  judgment  will  be  reversed  on  ap- 
peal, same  as  in  other  courts da5 

JUSTICE  OP  THE  PEACE. 

May  amend  a  complaint,  before  trial,  by 
substituting  one  form  of  action  for  an- 
other  120 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

When  tenant  entitled  to  the  surplus  hay 
raised  on  the  farm,  after  feeding  the 
stock  thereon 468 


LIBEL. 

When  a  party  will  be  held  to  answer  in 
damages,  lor  the  speaking  or  writing 
of  slanderous  matter 5S& 


11 

MARRIED  WOMAN. 

May  confess  a  judgment  to  obtain  and 
secure  a  loan  of  money,  to  oarry  on 
her  separate  business 369 

When  her  separate  estate  cannot  be 
charged  with  a  debt  fraudulently  con- 
tracted by  her  hnsband 425 


When 


MECHANIC'S  LIEN. 

of  tbe 


rhen  a^  conveyance  of  tbe  premises, 
made  in  fraud  of  a  mechanic's  lien, 
will  not  affect  the  lien 73 


NEGLIGENCE. 

When  a  defendant  liable  in  damages  for 
injuries  resulting  ftx>m  leaving  open 
fence  post  holes .136 

NOTICE  OP  APPEAL. 

From  a  justices'  judgment,  when  insulB- 
cient  to  cany  costs. 6i 

From  a  justices'  judgment  may  be  served 
personally  on  the  respondeat,  either  in 
or  out  of  the  county 230 

NON-RESIDENTS. 

How  taxes  assessed  upon  debts  owing  to 
non-residents  of  a  town  are  to  be  col- 
lected   487 

NUISANCE. 

When  an  individual  citizen  cannot  sus- 
tain an  action  to  eiyvin  a  public  nn^ 


o. 


OPlNIONa 


Of  the  U.  S.  Supreme  Court,  in  the  case 
of  Br^tuon  agt.  Sodet-^gold  contnot 
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P. 

PABOL  PBOOP. 

Not  allowed  to  contradict  a  wntten  con- 
tractor to  modify  or  discharge  it,2(K^275 

la  admiasable  to  prove  that  an  abeolute 
deed  was  given  as  a  mortgage  . . .  .286 

PARTIES. 

When  the  corporation  a  necessary  party, 
in  proceedings  to  set  aside  an  election 
of  Its  tmstees 102-111 

PAYMENT. 

A  deposit  in  bank,  on  the  last  day  of 
grace,  of  the  fall  amount  of  a  promis- 
sory note  is  not  a  payment. 96 

When  a  draft  received  by  the  payee,  in 
foil  payment  of  a  note  of  the  maker, 
onerates  as  a  discharge  of  the  maker 
ox  payment  of  the  note  to  the  payee.  29 

When  on  the  sale  of  sooda  for  cash,  the 
check  or  note  of  a  third  person  for  the 
price,  received  from  the  vendee  by  the 
vendor,  will  not  be  considered  as  re- 
ceived m  satisfaction  of  the  price,  or  in 
payment 511 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

When  snrety  dlsohatged  by  laches  of  the 
principal , ,66 

PRIVILEGED  COMMUNICATIONS. 

When  words  spoken  or  written  are  abto- 
hutdv  privil^td—ihe  ontu  is  upon  the 
speaker  or  writer  claiming  them  to  by 
privileged  to  show  that  they  are  so.  59Q 

PROMISSORY  NOTEa 

A  deposit  in  bank,  on  the  last  day  of 
grace,  is  not  a  payment  or  a  tender  of 
payment 2b 

PROVISIONAL  REMEDY. 

In  an  action  of  claim  and  deliverv,  the 
unprwal  of  the  mnderioHn^  by  the 
■heriff,  is  not  the  allowance  of  a  pro- 
f^muU  remedy f  so  as  to  give  the  conrt 
Jnnsdictionof^the  action  under  A 139  of 
the  Code ....540 


E. 

RAILROADS. 

Their  liability  for  negligence,  under  the 
statnte-the  duty  of  travellers  in  cross- 
ing d&c 84 

When  an  injunction  will  issue  at  the 
suit  of  the  Attorney  (?«neral,  to  re- 
strain a  railroad  corporation,  its  direo- 
tors  officers  d&a  from  delivering  pos- 
session of  their  road,  lo  any  receiver 
in  any  other  action  dtc .M29 

REFERENCE. 

When  the  court  has  no  authority  to  grant 
an  order  of  reference^  in  an  action  for 
the  value  of  personal  property  sold, 
consisting  of  twenty  items  or  more  in 
the  account 506 

REVERSAL 

By  the  court  of  appeals  of  Wrighi  agt 
B9wiand,aiiU£,ib .....^ 

S. 
SERVICE. 

Of  notice  of  appeal,  may  be  made  upon 
the  respondent  personally,  either  in  or 
ont  of  the  county 330 

SLANDER. 

Of  and  concerning  a  mechanic,  what 
words  are  actionable  per  je 97 

STOCK. 

When  a  stock  company  will  be  bound 
by  its  contract  to  deliver  shares  of 
stock  which  they  have  sold  by  their 
president  for  less  than  its  par  value.  330 

When  the  act  of  a  president  of  a  rail- 
road company,  who  receives  Coal  Stock 
of  another  corporation,  in  payment  for 
subscriptions  to  the  capital  stock  of  the 
railroad  company,  will  be  binding  no- 
on the  company 45l 

SUPERVISORS.   . 

The  dn^  of  boards  of  supervisors  on 
claims  of  taxes  and  assessments  on  U. 
S.  stocks,  bonds  d&c 1 
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8UPPLEMENTART  PROCEED. 
INGS. 

When  payment  of  a  sam  of  money  to  a 
creditor  of  the  defendant  under  these 
proceedings,  cannot  be  set  np  as  a  de- 
fense to  an  action  to  recover  snch  earn 
by  sach  defendant 181 

T. 

TAXATION. 

U.  8.  certificates  of  indebtedness,  and 
treasury  notes,  are  exempt  from  state 
taxation *258 

TAXES  AND  ASSESSMENTS. 

Upon  XT.  8.  stocVs,  bonds  &c.,  dnty 
of  boards  of  supervisors  in  reference 
thereto 1 

How  assessments  for  local  improvements 
and  the  expenses  thereof,  are  made  in 
the  City  of  New  York 390 

Who  is  the  proper  person  to  make  ap> 

{tlication  on  behalf  of  the  people, 
or  A  mandamus  to  compel  the  treas- 
nrer  of  the  county,  to  issue  his  war- 
rant to  the  sheriff  of  the  county,  com- 
manding him  to  make  the  amount  of 
tax  assessed  upon  debts  owing  to  non- 
residents of  the  town 487 

TAX  SALEa 

Dnty  of  comptroller  to  give  certificates 
—redemption  of  the  lands  sold,&o..  345 

TITLE. 

To  land  may  be  pleaded  by  a  defendant 
in  a  iustice*B  court,  after  the  joining  of 
123 


TBADE-MABK. 

When  will  be  protected  by  injone- 
tion — 14-^ 

TRUSTEES.. 

Of  a  manufacturing  corporntion,  when 
application  may  be  made  to  the  court, 
to  establish  or  to  set  aside  their  elec- 
tion  ill 

u. 

UNPUBLISHED  MANUSCRIPT. 

Author  has  exclusive  property  thereiii, 
which  may  be  protected  by  injnno- 
tion 234 

U.  8.  REVENUE  STAMP 

Must  be  afllxed  to  commercial  paper, 
in  pursuance  of  the  acts  of  congreat 
of  1864  or  1865,  to  be  valid 188 

V. 

VICIOUS  ANIMAL. 


When  owner  liable  in  damages  for  inj 
nes 


w. 

WITNESS. 

When,  and  at  what  time,  parties  to  a 
cause  mav  be  examined  at  the  instance 
of  the  adverse  party — ^what  must  be 
set  torth  in  the  affidavit  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  such  examination 509 


COUKT  OF  APPEALS. 


DECISIONS  BENDESED  DECEMBEB,  1868. 

Judgmtnti  affirmed  with  coHt, 
Craig  agt  The  Bochester  City  and  Brighton  B.  B.  Co, 
Loeschigh  et  al.  agt  Baldwin  et  aL 
Voorhees  agt  Voorfaees  et  al. 
The  Hope  Motoal  Insurance  Co.  agt  Taylor, 
^e  Hope  Miitaal  Insurance  Co.  agt  Perkins. 
In  the  matter  of  the  estate  of  Butler. 
Marvin  and  wife  agt  Marvin  et  al. 
Morrow  agt  Biohardson. 
Carmichael  agt  CarmichaeL 
Brewster  and  another  agt  Silliman  et  aL 
Tracy  agt.  Troy  and  Boston  B.  B.  Co. 
O'Mara  agt  Hudson  Biver  B.  B.  Co. 
Freeborn  and  another  agt.  Wagner. 
Osgood  and  another  agt  Ogdon. 
The  People  ex  reL  Metcalf  and  another  agt  Stryker. 
Haokley  agt  Hope. 

Tallman  agt.  The  Syracuse,  Binghamton  and  N.  Y.  B.  B.  Oow 
Simmons  agt  Sines. 

Hotchkiss  et  al.  agt  The  Clifton  Air  Cure. 
Merritt  agt  Millard. 

Homer  and  another  agt.  Lyman  and  another* 
Wendell  agt  The  Mayor,  dbc. 
Sweet  agt  Iiamoreauz. 
Kellogg  agt  Childs. 
Ford  agt  Jamee  et  aL 
Levy  agt.  Nicholas,  impFd,  dbo. 
Kleunder  agt  Lynch,  SheriiF. 
The  Park  Bank  agt.  Tilton. 
Voorhis  agt.  Howard  and  another. 
Like  agt  McKinstery. 
Briggs  and  another  agt.  Bowe,     , 
Knapp  and  another  agt.  Champlain  and  anotiier. 
Duane  agt  Goodspeed. 

The  Mayor,  &c  agt  The  Brooklyn  Insurance  Ca 
Warner  and  another  agt  Blakeman  et  al. 
Matthews  agt  Duryee. 
Thorp  et  al.  agt  Boss. 
Cram  agt.  The  Union  Bank,  Bochester. 
Hasard  et  al.  agt  Spears. 
The  Like  with  5  per  cent  damages. 
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Dedflions  Court  Appe«U. 

Cnmmiiu  agt  BarluJow. 
Kelao  agt  Cammingi  et  aL 

Jiu^HMMf  fewnatf  cmmE  mtm  tnmi  ardtttd,  €9ttt  to  abid$  §9nL 

8oiil«  et  al.  agt.  Ghaae. 

Wilaon  agt.  The  People. 

Warner  agi.  The  Erie  Railway  Co. 

Wheelock  agt.  Tanner. 

Oonxales  agt.  The  New  Tork  and  Harlem  Railroad. 

Fronch  et  al.  agt  The  BqIThIo  and  New  York  and  Erie  Railroad  Ga 

Bmitb  agt  K.  Y.  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Cbapmaq  agt  Thomaa  and  another. 

Harraj  agt  The  N.  T.  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Armstroug  agt  Dabois. 

Taylor  et  al.  agt  Root  et  aL 

Wilaon  agt  Wilaon. 

Jitdginmt  i^finMM* 
Oagood  agt  The  People,  &o. 
Hitchinga  agt  The  People,  dto. 
The  People,  6lc  agt  Morgan. 

Order  of  OnurtU  Ttrm  andofChunty  Jitdgt  rvmmd  wtlAairf  omCh 
The  People  ex  rel.  Cxonae  et  al.  agt  Cowlea. 

The  People  ex  rel.  CInte  et  al.  agt  Boardman  and  another. 

Ord/tT  affimud  with  ootU,  lutd  JvdgmmU  ahtohiitfifrplmbU^^ 
Crommelin  agt  N.  T.  and  Harlem  Railroad  Co. 
East  RiTer  Bank  agt  Kennedy. 

Judgment  affirmed  leUk  eottt  to  he  paid  from  the  artaft. 
Bandy  and  another  agt  Bandy. 

Judgment  affirmed  with  eotte,  hut  without  rttti/Mwn  ^jpremiem. 
The  People  ez  rel.  Roberta  agt  Qoin. 

Judgment  affirmed  without  eoitt  and  without  nvfitefum. 
Matthewa  agt  The  People. 

Se-argwment  ordered. 
Bands  agt.  Newell  et  aL 
Boetwlck  agt  Belaer  and  another. 
The  American  Life  Ina.  and  Trost  Co.  agt  Van  Eppa. 

Order  of  OenereU  2VrM  affirmed,  and  judgment  abtoUtUfor  d^frndaant  wiJth 
Bamnm  agt  Lithaner  and  another. 

Order  of  the  Surrogate  xsiuing  letters  ofadminietration  to  Miarg  JB,  KealbAn,  tmd  the 
order  of  the  General  Term  affirming  tuch  order,  both  reftereed,  and  the  Utten  teemed 
to  Mary  S.  JBitenlokn  directed  to  be  revoked, 

O'Gara  agt  Eiaenlohn,  administratrix. 
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Decisions  Court  Appeals. 

Ortier  of  Otneral  Ttrm  affinted  with  costs  to  he  paid  from  tks  sstais* 
Ticker  agt  Tacker  et  al. 

.Order  of  Oeiural  Term  rsvsrsed,  and  order  qf^pedad  Term  affirmed  vith  eosts. 
Wright  agt  Bowland. 

(hder  of  General  Term  affirmed^  andJ%€^pnetU  absolute  Jbrplonntiff  with  costs. 
Haogom  agt  Brooklyn  City  Bailroad  Co. 

Order  of  Ocneral  Term  grantikg  new  trial  affirmed^  and  Judgment  absolute  for  d^e» 

doMX  with  costs* 
Fillo  agt  Jones. 

Judgment  affirmed  wUhmodiJixLtian  of  striking  out  that  part  tf  the  Judgment  which 

awards  costs f  and  without  costs  ofappeaL 
The  People  ex  reL  Cook  agt  The  Board  of  Polira  of  New  York. 

Order  of  General  Term  reversed^  and  Judgment  of  the  City  Court  affirmed* 
Watson  and  another  agt  Gray. 

Judgment  of  General  Term  reversedf  costs  to  abide  the  event, 
Waifield  agt.  Crane  and  another. 

Judgment  of  General  Term  reversed,  and  Judgment  on  report  of  referee  affirmed 

with  costs, 
Olsen  agt  Pindar. 

Order  granting  new  trial  reversed,  and  judgment  on  report  ef  referee  affirmed  with  costs. 
Booth  agt  Bieroe  and  another* 

Judgment  reversed,  and  Judgment  ordered  infawr  of  the  defendant  fyr  lO-llths  and  in 

favor  of  the  jplaintiffor  1-lith  of  the  premises,  without  costs, 
Sheridan  agt  House. 


DECISIONS  RENDEBED  APRIL,  1869. 

JudgmeiU  affirmed,  with  Costs  : 
Fnller,  ezeentor  of  Carrol,  agt  Cone. 
Conroy  agt  Claflin. 

Hale  administrator  of  Merey,  agt  Sweet 
PnmpeHy  agt  Phelps. 
Lee  agt  Dill. 
Freeman  agt  Ogdeo. 

People  of  the  State  of  New  York  agt  Xolineanx. 
People  ex  rel  Qninn  agt  Skinner. 
Commissioners  of  J^ilots  agt  Erie  Bailroad  Company. 
Halliday  agt  Connor. 
Oranger  agt  City  of  Syraeuse. 
Marvin  agt  Inglis. 

Kelly  agt  New  York  and  Harlem  Railroad 
Le  Fevere  agt  Le  Severe. 
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Dedaions  Coart  Appeals.  | 

Kelaey  agt  Ward. 

Hnlbnrt  agt.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Company. 

Hyatt  agt  Bates.  «  „      . 

Buffett  agt.  Troy  and  Boiton  Bailroad. 

Craig  agt  Parkis. 

Martin  agt.  Wart. 

Roberts  agt  Opdyke. 

Guilford  agi.  WUber. 

Hamlin  agt  Scroggs. 

Ballard  agt.  Bargett 

Lawrence  agt  Van  Vleck. 

Btowell  agt  Martin. 

Judgment  revened<^fiM(ridli>r^ 

Gtiffln  agt  U.  Y.  Cenrnd  Railroad. 

Shirley  agt  Vail. 

Davis  agt.  Bemis. 

Ely  agt  Spofford. 

Bnders  agt  Stembergh. 

Bieseigal  agt.  New  York  Central  Riulroad. 

Cnyler  agt  McCartney. 

Gregory  agt  Mayor  of  New  York. 

McLarin  agt  Mayor  of  New  York. 

Potter  igt  Cornell. 

(Mar  affirmed  with  €9ttt: 

Wood  agt.  Henry. 

People  ex  rcl.  Gaston  agt  Campbell. 

Lathrop  agt  Clapp. 

Judgment  reverted  and  mew  trial  ordered : 
People  agt  Evans. 
Order  of  General  term  reversed  andJ^^dgm^M  of  Special  !Zfem  affirmed,  wUh  cottt  : 

Skinner  agt  Chamberlain. 
Bart  agt  Dewey. 

Order  of  General  Term  affirm^,  omd  judgment  final  for  d^ndant,  with  eoett : 
Chester  agt  Comstock. 
Calkins  agt  Falk. 
Valentine  agt  Connor. 
Hyatt  agt  Taylor. 

jMdament  affirmed  with  modificati^,  without  coHi  on  appeal  (judgment  to  be  eetiUd 
•^  hy  Jvdge  Woodrt^ff)  : 

King  agt  Talbot  (three  cases). 

Order  appealed  from  reversed  so  far  at  relates  to  costs,  aUawancet  and  eountelfott ;  to 
far  of  it  relates  to  award  of  issues  and  conduct  of  the  trial,  appeal  dismissed  wUh 
costs  to  the  appellant : 

Allen  agt  Shepard. 
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Dodnons  Court  Appeali. 
Judfftnait  reverted  at  io  award  of  eottt  and  afirwud  mtotkt  raidiM^  wUhaiU  ctett  M 

People  ex»  rel.  La  Torre  tLgL  O'Brien. 

Jvdgment  affirmed,  wUk  cottt,  hut  {pMntifi  Jkavmg  cofuenteQi  modificatitn  hf  tiri- 

king  out  decreet  ftr  d^/UieHetf  : 
Sanford  agt.  Traven. 

Judgment  affirmed,  mth  eottt,  toith  mod^ieeUiont  requirimg  dtfendantt  to  aeteU  tkeit 

next  annual  meeting  in  obedience  to  the  mmndemut: 
People  agt  Board  of  Sapervitors  of  Weatcheeter  County. 

Judgment  modified  bw  reducing  attettmeM  to  |5,000,  witkout  eottt : 
People  ex  rel.  Western  R.  B.  Co.  agt  Board  of  Aaseason  of  Albany. 

Order  of  General  !Pmn  affirmed,  and  judgment  final/or  the  plaintiffk,Jbr  damaget  Co 
be  attetted,  and  that  a  mandatory  injunction  ittue  to  the  defendantt,  requMriatg  them 
to  restore  the  fpatert  of.  Wyanft  Kill  to  their  original  channel,  within  tieelve  montht 
from  entry  of  ihit  judgment  in  the  Supreme  Cowrt,  and  enjoining  the  d^endmUt 
from  diverting  the  ttream  from  itt  natural  channelf  with  cottt  to  the  retpendenU : 

Coming  agt  The  Troy  Iron  and  Nail  Factory. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  the  modification  that  the  plaintiff  pay  to  the  defendant  |795.60 
with  interett  from  Augutt  19, 1861,  with  the  cottt  of  the  judgment  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  and  intertt  and  cottt  in  thit  Court,  within  GO  dayt  after  Judgment  herein 
shall  be  entered  in  the  Supreme  Court ;  and  that  the  defendant  therety^  convey  the 
premitet  in  quetOon  to  the  plaintiff,  and  \f  the  plaintiff  fault  to  tnaietuchpaymentt 
then,  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  be  and  the  tame  it  hereby  e^ffirwted,  wUh 
cottt: 

Beeves  agt  KimbalL 

Appeal  ditmitted,  withcaitt: 
Batterman  agt  Finn  (2  cates). 
Coleman  agt  Playstead. 
Stark  agt  Dinebart 
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